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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
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SUBJECT J 


jy i 



< Gebhardt 


J. E. O'Connei 




PL AINTIFF VS DELBER T LA TTA; 
SA| \ AND SAL 

I AND U. S. OF AMERICA; 
CIVIL SUIT 
.00: CLEVELAND 


date: May 19, 1975 

1 - Mr. Adams 
1 - Mr. Gebhardt 
1 - Mr. O'Connell 
1 - Mr. Gow 


Assoc. Dir. - 

Dap. AD A<Jm. _ 
Dep. AD Inv. __ 
Asst. Dir.: 

AJmln. . 

Comp. Syst. 

Ext. Affairs 
Files & Com. _ 
Gen. Inv. - - - 

Ident. — 

Inspection 

Int.ll-b6 

i Loboro.o^ ; _b7 C 

f Training 
Telephone Rm. M 
Director Sec'y — 




This matter originated from al leged threats / 
made telephonically, by plaintiff | | against Congressmarts 

Latta (Republican Ohio) in April, 1975*. Investigation 
was instituted as a potential violation of the Congressional 
Assassination .Statute and Extortion., 

v 

_ _ had been having, difficulty in his ~~1 

I and Congressman Latta during previous communi cation 
with| |allegedly had offered assistance. I I was \ 


was 
Ls to 


Latta's office engaged in heated conversation. During 
investigation,| 1 admitted making calls but stated 


investigation, | 1 admitted making calls but stated he/ 

intended no actual harm. The ‘matter was presented to [£? 
Assistant U. S. Attorney (AUSA) Toledo, Ohio, who advisee^ 
that the facts fail to establish any Federal violation. * 

| has now filed a Civil Suit against Latta 
and SAs involved in the investigation and in essence alleges 
his rights, under the First and” Fourteenth Amendments have 
been interfered;! with in .that Congressman Latta's actions 
in utilizing the FBI were meant to curtail his right to 
petition the Government. He claims that utilization of the 
FBI is meant to harass him. I I seeking damages totaling 

$115,000. 1 - 1 

. Office of Legal Counsel is handling this latter aspect 
coordinating with the^epartment of Justice and a motion to 
dismiss,the case is to’lg* filecl in the near .future. j / n 


ACTION: 


JKHrwss 
(7) Jf) 


mf-37 

For -infSI3tf||g}Lon. 

■ 4 <r a * 
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yt-v/Vi? 



a A 1 CLOSURE 




Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


NOTE: This civil action was filed in the U.S.D. C.. N.D. Ohio. 
on April 22, 1975, a nd names as defendants SAsP^ 
and l l and U. S. Congressman Delbert Latta of Ohio. 

The plaintiff alleges that the contact with him by the FBI Agents 
was intended to, and resulted in his being denied his right to 
petition the Government for redress of grievances, as guaranteed 
by the U. S. Constitution, as he was intimidated and afraid to 
recontact his Congressman. The plaintiff seeks injunctive relief 
to prevent the SAs from harassing him by further contacts and 
requests the court to order expungement of all FBI records relating 
to the incident. Additionally, he seeks compensatory damages in the 
amount of $15,000 and punitive damages in the amount of $ip0,;000. 
The Department anticipates filing a motion to dismiss in the near 
future. On 5/21/75, a litigation report in this matter was furnished 
to the Department. 










IN THE UNITED STATES DI'SfTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 




William S. Jordan, 

Plaintiff 

vs. : 

Delbert Latta, individually : 

and in his official capacity 

as a United States Congressman; 

individually and 
in his official capacity as an : 

agent for the Fe deral Bureau 

of Investigation;!_| 

individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation : 
and the United States of America 

Defendants. 


STATE OF OHIO 

ss: 

LUCAS COUNTY 


Civil No. C 75-166 


AFFIDAVIT OF SPEC IAL AGENT 

[ FBI_ 





The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says: 

1. The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations in the 
complaint of William S. Jordan filed with the United States District Court, 
Northern District of Ohio, Western Division, on April 22, 1975, naming 
affiant as a defendant. 

2. Affiant is employed as a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation at Toledo, Ohio, and was so employed during April, 1975, 
and as such, conducted investigations in Toledo, Ohio, and in adjacent 
counties, including Paulding County, Ohio. 

3. On the morning of April 14, 1975, affiant was called into the office of 
his immediate supervisor. Senior Resident Agent John J". Brennan, Toledo, 
Ohio, who advised affiant he had been in contact with Congressman'Delbert * 
Latta on Saturday, April 12, 1975, in response to Mr. Latta's telephone call 
to the Cleveland Office of the FBI on that date. Affiant was told by Brennan 









- 2 - 


V 




# 


that Congressman Latta informed him, Brennan, that during the period 
April 4, 1975 through April 11, 1975 he had had several telephone conversations 
and a personal visit from Bill Jordan of Defiance, Ohio, who requested Latta's 
assistance with regard to a dispute he Jordan, was having with.his employer, * 
a trucking company in Detroit, Michigan. Agent Brennan stated to affiant 
that Latta further informed him, Brennan, that Jordan had expressed dissatisfaction 
with his, Latta's, handling of the matter, became very hostile and antagonistic 
in his comments to him, and threatened to take matters into his own hands. 

Agent Brennan directed affiant to immediately interview Jordan, and thereafter 
inform Assistant United States Attorney_ 


b6 

b7C 


of the results. 


Affiant, as a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

[ Federal Bureau of Investigation, 


along with Special Agent 


contacted Mr. Jordan at his, Jordan's home at Cecil, Ohio, Paulding County, 
on April 14, 1975, this contact being made to determine if Mr. Jordan had 
or was, contemplating a violation of Title 18, Sections 1951, 351, United 
States Code. 

5. Affiant interviewed William Jordan in the presence of Jordan's father. 
Garner (Jack) Jordan, on April 14, 1975, and William Jordan advised 
affiant as follows: He is currently employed as an independent trucker for 
Central Transport, Detroit, Michigan. He is 23 years of age, recently 
married, and heavily indebted. In about July, 1974, his employer in- f 
stituted so-called "economic measures," which directly affected him, Jordan, 
and the other independent truckers whose rigs were leased to Central 
Transport, by substantially reducing his income. Jordan considered this 
action unjust and possibly illegal, and as a result he filed a grievance against 
his employer. He was subsequently informed that possibly Congressman 
Delbert Latta could be of assistance to him in this matter. Affiant states 

/ 

Jordan said for that reason he telephoned Latta's Bowling Green, Ohio, 
residence on Friday, April 4, 1975, and discussed his problem with Latta, 


\ 


b6 

b7C 


V 
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who asked that he, Mr. Jordan, reduce the matter to writing and bring 
it to him at his home when completed. Jordan further told affiant the 
following: On Sunday, April 6, 1975 he, Jordan, delivered the written 
report to Latta and was told by Latta that he, Latta, would look into the 
matter. On Tuesday, April 8, 1975 he telephoned Latta at Latta's Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. office, inquiring as to what action had been taken in the 
matter to date. Latta initially was not familiar with Jordan's name or the 
complaint and this upset Jordan, suggesting to him that Latta was not 
seriously attempting to assist him. Latta did, however, recall the matter 
and told Jordan that he still was making inquiries into the matter. On Friday, 
April 11, 1975 Jordan telephoned Latta at Latta's Bowling Green, Ohio residence, 
informing Latta that his situation with his employer had worsened to the point 
where he considered himself "all but fired." Also at this time Jordan asked 
Latta what the status was of the matter. Mr. Jordan saidthe conversation 
between the two of them became "heated" because he felt Latta was not doing 
all he could for him, and he, Jordan, remarked to Latta that he would alert 
the news media of the situation and Latta's failure to give his problem.the 
proper attention it deserved, and too, would remember "all that the Congress-' 
man had done for him and his fellow truckers" when it came time to vote again. 
Mr. Jordan stated to affiant that in retrospect he probably was unduly forceful 
in his plea to Congressman Latta and now realizes that he did make some unfair 
statements and accusations to him. Mr. Jordan added, however, that this 
approach by him was because of his "state of desperation," fearing financial 
ruin if quick and corrective action was not forthcoming. Jordan stated to 
affiant that he, Jordan, had not and would not entertain the thought of using 
any physical force or other violent acts against Congressman Latta or anyone 
else to accomplish the results he hopes for. 

6. Affiant states this interview with Mr. Jordan was based on information 
received that Jordan was involved in a dispute with his employer, a common 
carrier involved in interstate commerce, and had stated, among other state¬ 
ments, to Congressman Delbert Latta, that if he, Mr. Jordan, could not obtain 


1 






immediate satisfaction of his objectives he would take matters into his own 
hands. Affiant states that based on Mr. Jordan's statements to Congressman 
Latta, that affiant had good cause to and did reasonably believe that Mr. Jordan 
was contemplating violence and had acted in such manner that threats or violence 
could reasonably be expected. 

7. Affiant further states in the interview with Mr. Jordan concerning this 
matter, which affiant estimates took approximately fifteen minutes, no state¬ 
ment was made to Jordan that Congressman Latta had alleged that he, Jordan, 
had put any undue pressure on him. 

8. Affiant denies that any of his actions in this matter were prompted in 
any way because of any "undue pressure" as alleged by Mr- Jordan and states 
this inquiry was made to determine if a violation of federal law had been or was 
about to be committed. Affiant states he was in the presence of Mr.. Jordan > 
for approximately one hour on April 14, 1975; however, approximately the 

last forty-five minutes of this period of time was devoted to listening to Mr. 

Jordan complaining about his labor union and working conditions. 

9. Affiant specifically denies that he indicated in any way to Mr. Jordan 
that his difficulties should be kept quiet or from the press or that he in any 
manner attempted to deny Mr. Jordan his right to contact anyone. 

10. Affiant specifically denies that he was in possession of any information 
that would indicate that Congressman Latta had alleged that Mr. Jordan had 
exercised any undue pressure ot that Congressman Latta had, in any way, 
attempted to deny to Mr. Jordan his right to petition his government. 

11. Affiant states that following the interview of Mr. Jordan, affiant 

contacted Assistant United States Attorney_, Toledo, Ohio, 

on April 14, 1975, and informed him of the results of affiant's interview with 

Mr. Jordan. advised affiant it was his opinion that based on the facts of 

the matter no prosecutable violation exists. Affiant states that after receiving 
the opinion of the Assistant United States Attorney | | investigation in this 

matter was immediately terminated and no further inquiries relating to it were 
made by affiant or anyone else to the best of affiant's knowledge. 







12. In regard to the Interview of Mr. William Jordan, affiant states this 
interview was entirely routine in nature and affiant did not in any way threaten, 
intimidate or coerce Mr. Jordan. This interview was in accordance with normal 
investigative procedures in such matters. Affiant noted nothing in the attitude 
or demeanor of Mr. Jordan which would indicate he was upset in any way 
regarding this interview. Affiant also denies that any of his actions caused 
any harm to Mr. Jordan and further denies that Mr. Jordan is being denied 

his right to contact his United States Congressman. Affiant specifically denies 
that any of his actions were harassment of Mr. Jordan and further denies any 
intention of harassment in the past, present or future. 

13. Affiant specifically denies that his contact with Mr. Jordan on April 14, 
1975 was in violation of Mr. "Jordan's right to petition his government. 

14. Affiant denies any damages to Mr. Jordan and specifically denies damages 
exceeding $10,000 were caused to Mr. Jordan. 

15. Affiant hereby states that his contact with Mr. Jordan was in accordance 
with his duties and within the scope of his employment as a Special Agent of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and was caused by his duty to determine 

if Mr. Jordan was in violation of federal law. 

16. Affiant states that all of his actions in connection with Mr. Jordan were 
based upon reasonable grounds and good faith and tht all of his actions were 


reasonable. 




| Special Agent, - 

Federal JjSdreau of Jrjvestigation 


Sworn to arid subscribed before me on this 20th day of May 1975, at 
Toledo, Ohio. 

Notary Public, Lucas County, Ohio 
Elizabeth H. Baran-Comm. Expires 4-4-79 




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan, 

Plaintiff 


vs. 


Delbert Latta, individually : 

and in his official capacity 

as a United States Congressman; 

| individually and 
in his official capacity as an : 

agent for the Fe deral Bureau 
of Investigation ^ I : 

individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation : 
and the United States of America 

Defendants. 

STATE OF OHIO 

ss: 

LUCAS COUNTY 


Civil No. C 75-166 


AFFIDAVIT OF SPE CIAL AGENT 
l FBI _ 


The undersigned being duly sworn deposes.and says: 

1. The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations in the 
complaint of William S. Jordan filed with the United States District Court, 
Northern District of Ohio, Western Division, on April 22, 1975, naming 
affiant as a defendant. 

2. Affiant is employed as a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation at Toledo, Ohio, and was so employed during April, 1975, 
and as such, conducted investigations in Toledo, Ohio, and in adjacent 
counties, including Paulding County, Ohio. 

3. On the morning of April 14, 1975, affiant was called into the office of 
his immediate supervisor. Senior Resident Agent John J . Brennan, Toledo, 
Ohio, who advised affiant he had been in contact with Congressman Delbert 
Latta on Saturday, April 12, 1975, in response to Mr. Latta's telephone call 
to the Cleveland Office of the FBI on that date. Affiant was told by Brennan 
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that Congressman Latta informed him, Brennan, that during the period 

April 4, 1975 through April 11, 1975 he had had several telephone conversations 

and a personal visit from Bill Jordan of Defiance, Ohio, who requested Latta's 

assistance with regard to a dispute he Jordan, was having with his employer, 

a trucking company in Detroit, Michigan. Agent Brennan stated to affiant 

that Latta further informed him, Brennan, that Jordan had expressed dissatisfaction 

with his, Latta's, handling of the matter, became very hostile and antagonistic 


in his comments to him, and threatened to take matters into his own hands. 
Agent Brennan directed affiant to immediately interview Jordan, and thereafter 

of the results. 


inform Assistant United States Attorneyl 
4. Affiant, as a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

along with Special Agent 


Federal Bureau of Investigation, 


contacted Mr. Jordan at his, Jordan's home at Cecil, Ohio, Paulding County, 
on April 14, 1975, this contact being made to determine d Mr; Jordan had 
or was, contemplating a violation of Title 18, Sections 1951, 351, United 
States Code. 


5. Affiant interviewed William Jordan in the presence of Jordan's father. 
Garner (Jack)“Jordanron April-14, 1975, and William Jordan advised 
affiant as follows: He is currently employed as an independent trucker for 
Central Transport, Detroit, Michigan, He is 23 years of age, recently 
married, and heavily indebted. In about July, 1974, his employer in¬ 
stituted so-called "economic measures," which directly affected him, Jordan, 
and the other independent truckers whose rigs were leased to Central 
Transport, by substantially reducing his income. Jordan considered this 
action unjust and possibly illegal, and as a result he filed a grievance against 
his employer. He was subsequently informed that possibly Congressman 
Delbert Latta could be of assistance to him in this matter. Affiant states 
Jordan said for that reason he telephoned Latta's Bowling Green, Ohio, 
residence on Friday, April 4, 1975, and discussed his problem with Latta, 


x 


b6 
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who asked that he, Mr. Jordan, reduce the matter to writing and bring 
it to him at his home when completed. Jordan further told affiant the 
following: On Sunday, April 6, 1975 he, Jordan, delivered the written 
report to Latta and was told by Latta that he, Latta, would look into the 
matter. On Tuesday, April 8, 1975 he telephoned Latta at Latta's Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. office, inquiring as to what action had been taken in the 
matter to date. Latta initially was not familiar with Jordan's name or the 
complaint and this upset Jordan, suggesting to him that Latta was not 
seriously attempting to assisthim. Latta did, however, recall the matter 
and told Jordan that he still was making inquiries into the matter. On Friday, 
April 11, 1975 Jordan telephoned Latta at Latta's Bowling Green, Ohio residence 
informing Latta that his situation with his employer had worsened to the point 
where he considered himself "all but fired." Also at this time Jordan asked 
Latta what the status was of the matter. Mr.* Jordan said the conversation 
between the two of them became "heated" because he felt Latta was not doing 
all he could for him, and he, Jordan, remarked to Latta that he woulci alert 
the news media of the situation and Latta's failure to give his problem the 
proper attention it deserved, and too, would remember "all that the Congress- 
. man had done for him and his .fellow truckers" when it came time to vote again. 
Mr. Jordan stated to affiant that in retrospect he probably was unduly forceful 
in his plea to Congressman Latta and now realizes that he did make some unfair 
statements and accusations to him. Mr. Jordan added, however, that this 
approach by him was because of his "state of desperation," fearing financial 
ruin if quick and correcticy'e*action was not forthcoming. Jordan stated to 
affiant that he, Jordan, had not and would not entertain the thought of using 
any physical force or other violent acts against Congressman Latta or anyone 
else to accomplish the results he hopes for. 

6. Affiant states this interview with Mr. Jordan was based on information 
received that Jordan was involved in a dispute with his employer, a common 
carrier involved in interstate commerce, and had stated, among other state¬ 
ments, to Congressman Delbert Latta, that if he, Mr. Jordan, could not obtain 


l 
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' * 

immediate satisfaction of his objectives he would take matters into his own 
hands. Affiant states that based on Mr. Jordan's statements to Congressman 
Latta, that affiant had good cause to and did reasonably believe that Mr. Jordan 
was contemplating violence and had acted in such manner that threats or violence 
could reasonably be expected. 

7. Affiant further states in the interview with Mr. Jordan concerning this 
matter, which affiant estimates took approximately fifteen minutes, no state¬ 
ment was made to Jordan that Congressman Latta had alleged that he, Jordan, 

had put any undue pressure on him. 

* 

8. Affiant denies that any of his actions in this matter were prompted in 
any way because of any "undue pressure" as alleged by Mr. Jordan and states 
this inquiry was made to determine if a violation of federal law had been or was 
about to be committed. Affiant states he was in the presence of Mr. Jordan 

for approximately one hour on April 14, 1975; however, approximately the 
last forty-five minutes of this period of time was devoted to listening to Mr. 

Jordan complaining about his labor union and working conditions. 

9. Affiant specifically denies that he indicated in any way to Mr. Jordan 
that his difficulties should be kept quiet or from the press or that he in any 
manner attempted to deny Mr. Jordan his right to contact anyone. 

10. Affiant specifically denies that he was in possession of any information 
that would indicate that Congressman Latta had alleged that Mr. Jordan had 
exercised any undue pressure ot that Congressman Latta had, in any way, 
attempted to deny to Mr. Jordan his right to petition his government. 

11. Affiant states that following the interview of Mr. Jordan, affiant 

contacted Assistant United States Attorney f I Toledo, Ohio, 

on April 14, 1975, and informed him of the results of affiant's interview with b6 

b7C 

Mr. Jordan. advised affiant it was his opinion that based on the facts of 

the matter no prosecutable violation exists. Affiant states that after receiving 
the opinion of the Assistant United States Attorne d | investigation in this 

matter was immediately terminated and no further inquiries relating to it were 
made by affiant or anyone else to the best of affiant's knowledge. 
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12. In regard to the interview of Mr. William Jordan, affiant states this 
interview was entirely routine in nature and affiant did not in any way threaten. 


intimidate or coerce Mr. Jordan. This interview was in accordance with normal 
investigative procedures in such matters. Affiant noted nothing in the attitude 
or demeanor of Mr. Jordan which would indicate he was upset in any way 
regarding this interview. Affiant also denies that any of his actions caused 
any harm to Mr. Jordan and further denies that Mr. Jordan is being denied 
his right to contact his United States Congressman. Affiant specifically denies 
that any of his actions were harassment of Mr. Jordan and further denies any 
intention of harassment in the past, present or future. 

13. Affiant specifically denies that his contact with Mr. Jordan on April 14, 
1975 was in violation of Mr. Jordan's right to petition his government. 

14. Affiant denies any damages to Mr. Jordan and specifically denies damages 
exceeding $10,000 were caused to Mr. Jordan. 

15. Affiant hereby states that his contact with Mr. Jordan was in accordance 
with his duties and within-the scope of his employment as a Special Agent of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and was caused by his duty to determine 


if Mr. Jordan was in violation of federal law. 

16. Affiant states that all of his actions in connection with Mr. Jordan were 
based upon reasonable grounds and good faith and tht all of his actions were 
reasonable. 


Special Agent, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


b6 
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Sworn to and subscribed before me on this 20th day of May 1975, at 
Toledo, Ohio. . 

Notar^/Public, Lucas County, Ohio 
Elizabeth H. Baran-Comm. Expires 4-4-79 


h 








IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan, 

Plaintiff 
vs. 

.Delbert Latta, individually 
and in his official capacity 
as a United States Congressman? 

| | individually and 

in his official capacity as an 
agent for the Federal Burea u of 
Investigation; I I 

individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation? 
and United States of America 

Defendants 

State of Ohio) 

) ss: 

Lucas County ) 

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says: 

1. The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations 
in the complaint of William S. Jordan, filed with the United 
States District Court, Northern District of Ohio, Western Di¬ 


vision, on April 22, 1975, naming Special Agents 


|_| as defendants. 

2. Affiant is employed as a Special Agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation at Toledo, Ohio, and was so employed 
during April, 1975, and as such, supervised investigations in 
the Toledo, Ohio, area and adjacent counties, including 
Paulding County, Ohio, in affiant's capacity as Senior Resi¬ 
dent Agent of the Toledo Resident Agency. 

3. On April 12, 1975 affiant was advised by the Cleveland 
office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation via telephone 
that Congressman Delbert Latta, 5th District, Bowling Green, 
Ohio, had that date contacted the Cleveland Office of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and had asked that an agent 
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AGENT JOHN J. BRENNAN , 
FBI 














assigned to the Toledo Office of the Federal Bureau of Invest! 
gation contact him. 

4. Congressman Latta was contacted that date by affiant at 
which time Mr. Latta provided the following information: A 
constituent of his, one Bill Jordan, Defiance, Ohio, phone 
number 782-4363, had originally contacted him a week or so ago 
concerning a dispute between Jordan and his employer, a truck¬ 
ing company based in Michigan. Jordan had advised the Con¬ 
gressman that he and several other drivers from the Defiance, 
Ohio area were alleging certain unfair labor practices on 
the part of their employer and Jordan had sought his, Latta's, 
help. Congressman Latta advised affiant it was his recollec¬ 
tion that a new contract was being negotiated or an existing 
contract was being modified and the company allegedly was 
exerting pressure on the drivers in an effort to have them 
accept the contract. Congressman Latta told affiant that he 
listened to Mr. Jordan's recitation of the allegations and 
then suggested to him that he prepare a written report of the 
entire affair and deliver it to his, Latta's, home in Bowling 
Green, Ohio, which report was delivered to Congressman Latta's 
residence about a week ago by Jordan, and, after examining it, 
he told Jordan that the matter should be brought to the atten¬ 
tion of the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) and he in¬ 
dicated to Jordan that he would handle this upon his return 
to Washington, D.C. Affiant was further advised by Congress¬ 
man Latta this was the only personal contact he had with Mr. 
Jordan; however, there have been several phone calls from 
Mr. Jordan to Congressman Latta in the week of'April 5 - 12, 
1975; further, that Mr. Jordan in the phone calls to him in¬ 
dicated he was extremely dissatisfied with the progress being 
made in this matter and that he expected Congressman Latta to 
have achieved some type of results in this period of time. 
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Congressman Latta further told affiant Mr, Jordan appeared to 
be hostile and antagonistic in his comments toward him and he 
recalled a comment by Jordan that he ".was going to take mat¬ 
ters into his own hands," Congressman Latta said he did not 
know what Jordan meant by this but it did give him some cause 
for concern since violence against the trucking company might 
be implied or violence against him might also be implied 
since Jordan was extremely unhappy with Latta*s efforts. 

Congressman Latta said there were no direct threats, as such, 
made against him by Jordan? however, he did feel that this 
matter should be brought to the attention of the Federal Bu¬ 
reau of Investigation. Affiant states that Congressman Latta 
did not request the Federal Bureau of Investigation to inter¬ 
view Mr. Jordan, nor did he indicate in any fashion any de¬ 
sire to have the Federal Bureau of Investigation coerce, ^ 
harass, or intimidate Mr. Jordan in any way. 

5. On April 12, 1975 Assistant United States Attorney 

* 

Toledo, Ohio, was contacted by affiant and b6 

b7C 

he was apprised of the above facts. told affiant 

he felt Jordan should be interviewed concerning this entire 
affair in view of his comment that he "was going to take mat¬ 
ters into his own hands," and an elaboration or clarification 
of this remark be secured. He asked that he be re—contacted * 
with the results of the interview with Jordan. 

6. Because of the serious nature of this matter and the fact 
that Jordan had mentioned "taking matters into his own hands," 
which, in affiant’s experience indicated possible violence 
directed toward either Jordan's employer and/or Congressman 
Latta, affiant dispatched two Special Agents to interview Mr. 

Jordan. 

7. Affiant on April 14, 1975 requested Special Agents_ 



to interview Mr. Jordan in order 
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to resolve if there was in fact a threat to the personal 
safety of Mr. Latta and to determine if Jordan contemplated 
violence, or threats of violence, in his dispute with his 
employer. 

8.. Affiant has read the affidavits of Special Agents 

and is aware of their statements 
in these affidavits. Affiant states that the acts of‘these 


agents are within the scope of their employment and were con 
ducted in the discharge of their official duties as Special 
Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 


Jjbhn J« 
Federal 


'¥*/ t//_ c \ 

Brennan, Special Agent, 
Bureau of Investigation 


Sworn to and subscribed before me on this 20th day of 
May, 1975, at Toledo, Ohio. 



Notary^Public, Lucas County, Ohio 

Elizabeth H. Baran 

My Commission Expires April 4, 1979 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


Director, 


lv. 

DELBiiK'jJ JLATi'A, etal. 
(U.S.D.C., IT.D. OHIO) 
CIVIL ACTIOII HO. C 75 



Hay 21, 1975 

Mr. Gebhardt 
(att. W. D. Gow) 



wtl 

fell 


.—This Hill confirm tha comzarsatlons between 

Messrs. I -1 and I . _I of your Division and 

special Agent | --Lof our Legal Counsel Division 

regarding this suit. | _I h as o r ally furnished the factual 

background of this matter-to l [ and advised him that 

the two Special Agents who are defendants in this case desire 
[to be represented by the Department. 


_ Special Agents T l and 

£ served copies of the summons and complaint in" 
* April 22, 1975, at Toledo, Ohio. 


is mai 


_I wore 

:ert on ^2 


i| iff ' „ „ Encl osed are the ori gin als of letters fr om * ^ 

LW—Special Agents | H and I directed to 

the Attorney General formally requesting representation by the- 
Department; #lso enclosed for your assistance is a letterhead 
memorandum;* captioned with the full title of this suit, dated 
\ May 6, 1975, at Cleveland, Ohio, setting forth the background' 
AJ . of this matter* 

^ i/k A 

> r Fi?omsmy review of the facts and the actions of the 

Special Agent defendants in this matter, it is apparent that 
they were feting within the^cop.e ,pf their duties as Special 
Agents of 'the FBI and I therefore 1 recommend the Department 
affordthem representation in this case. 

A o.p?a D oa^hL ^W s ®%ffidavitsfof'the^ Special-Agent defendants and their 
o.p. Ao'iovficmediat.^ iaipervicor arc being prepared and will be furnished 

^ # - ...... u 


Admin. __....... 

Comp. Sy$t. 

Ex». AffjtU "1 r; 

Fti« & c. m .j5 0 -tion > 

Gen. fnv. % — T _ 


understand that the Department intends-to file a 
ismiss in this case in the rfear future. . In .the event 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


it becomes necessary to respond to the complaint in detail, 
we suggest the following answers, numbered to correspond 
with the paragraphs of the complaint, be entered on behalf 
of the Special Agent defendants s 

1 •) Tho Federal defendants deny the allegations 
of this paragraph inasmuch as tho complaint fails to state 
a cause of action upon which relief can be granted. 

2. ) Tho Federal defendants, upon information and 
belief, admit the allegations in this paragraph. 

3. ) She Federal defendants, upon information and 
belief, admit tho allegations in this paragraph. 

k.) She Federal defendants admit the allegations 
in this paragraph. 

5») The Federal defendants admit the allegation 
in this paragraph. 

6 - 11.) She Federal defendants lack knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or 
falsity of the allegations of these paragraphs. 

12. ) Tho Federal defendants admit the allegations 
in this paragraph except to deny that they advised plaintiff 
that ho had "put undue pressure on Defendant Latte." 

13 . ) The Federal defendants deny the allegation 
in this paragraph. 

ih .) The Federal defendants, upon information and 
belief, admit the allegations in the first sentence of this 
paragraph. The Federal defendants lack knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of tho 
allegation in the second sent once of this paragraph. 

15. ) This paragraph states a conclusion of law and 
retjuires no answer. 

16. ) The Federal defendants, upon information and 
belief, deny the allegations in this paragraph* 

17 . ) The Federal defendants, upon information and 
belief, deny the allegations in this paragraph* 
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Assistant Attorney 1 General 
Civil division 


180 Tha Federal defendants deny the allegations 
in this paragraph* 

19.) She Federal defendants deny the allegation 
in this paragraph. 

_• The remaining paragraphs pray for relief and require 

no answers* 


Enclosures (3) 


NOTE: This Civil Action-was-frled in the U.S.D.C., N.D. Ohio 

on April 22 , 1975, an d names as defend ants_ 

Special Agents l(SAS-s) I _land |__^_^_ 

and United States Congf.es sman^Delbert Latta of Ohio. 

The plaintiff alleggsIihAt the co^^ict with him by the 
FBI agents was intended tp, anjd- resulted in his being 
denied his right to petition th'e^GovIrnment for redress 
of grievances, as guaranteed by the United States 
Constitution*—as-he-wa'S intimidated and afraid to recontact 
his Congressman. The plaintiff seeks injunctive relief 
to prevent the SA#c frqm harassing him by further contacts 
and requests &he court \to order expungement of all FBI 
records relating t o the\ incident. Additionally, he 
seeks compensatory damages in the amount of $ 15 , 000 , 
and punitive damages in the amount of $100,000. As 
indicated in the above memorandum, the Department 
anticipates filing a motion to dismiss in the near * 
future. 
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SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTTON 


CIV. U (2-64) 
(Formerly D.C. Form No.45& Rev. (6-49)) 


•Untteii States ilistnrt (Emtrt 

FOR THE 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHI O 
WESTERN DIVISION 


Civil Action File No. 


William S. Jordan 


C 7 


JUDGE J ‘ 


YOUNG 


Plaintiff 


, A Delbert Latta, individua lly £n'd in^his 
; official cap acity as~ a U nited States 
; l! Congressman; I I individually anc 

A i'h his/official capacity as -an "agent for 
‘ jj the Federal Bureau 'of Investigation; 

,i l l individually 4rtd in his of- 

" ficial capacity ‘^or the 

1; Federal Bureau of Investigation and 

United States of America '■ Defendants 
To the above named Defendant : 

United States of America 

You are hereby summoned and required to serve upon »j, e ^ lorio 


SUMMONS 




'* iAj (* r>'« n iuiVJi! 


plaintiff’s attorney , whosfe address 3151 u. Republic Boulevard 
grj ypq S/aoi.jj 10 pr.\u'..3 V3G^P^- G ^°* Ohio 43615 jp/a 


8“W-:^c . B>* *“ --‘ ’ --- : ““ 

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within days after service of this 

summ' 6 ns "up 6 n s yo'ur : exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment bycdefault will be 
taken against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 

Mark Schlachet, Clerk 

Clerk of Court. 

rucwj- 

v * "Deputy ~Clerk . 

Date: APR 1975 [Seal of Court] 


[Seal of Court] 


jtfOTEriHThis; summons . is’ issued pursuant; {to/Rule.''.r of' ‘the Federal fRqles- df jCiril;Procedure/)//.-': 
] c. : .j. :nu; ' fp5jf on fpo , f;y7 o». 
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RE^tRN ON SERVICE OF WRIT 


I hereby certify and return, that on the 


day of 


19 , 


I-received 1 ) this'summons and served'iifc together'with 1 the c complainti herein’as;<follows: 


v,* * * > 

y} * ** '* 

* ' ' 


C?. 6 «I 01 t, 0 " 1 '?] 
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(ajccu sScrwc ;oJ. iug iqiG£ ct,HHwq«q ib ijjg coiwbisqup 
.sr^Jii'MX rshFees" - : n; -' AG * H '■ ( J yX °l ^oj.ajcg* V.oa £sqi fo 

_ , ■ United States Marshal. 

WXSWr-c-fl .".picp J i p«r.6/A!qi nfcou Aon‘ Mifpiu r;.’*.a vysr. wj.a:cg oi rtre 

Service ^ ~Deputy "United States~Marshal. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, a 


day;of-J!X*3ffffOi.«w'. * - 


[SEAL] 


Note:—Affidavit required only if service is made by a person other than a United States Marshal or his Deputy. 
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"IN THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


) 

) 

'.) 

)• 

. . ) 

Delbert Latta, individually 

and in his official capa- ) 
city as a United States 
Congressman ) 

516 Hillcrest 
Bowling Green, Ohio 


William S. Jordan 
R. R. 1 . 

Box 13 
Cecil, Ohio 

Plaintiff 

-vs- • 


C 75-16 


Mr- 


«• * 

t— 


c-* 

, 











- c* 

~ c - 

U\ 

o 


and 


individually ) 
and in his official capa¬ 
city as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation ‘ ) 

1716 Speilbusch Avenue 
Toledo, Ohio 43624 ) 


) Civil Action No. 

Judge *_ 


and 


) 


COMP L A I N T 


individually ) 

and in his official capa¬ 
city as an agent for the ) 

Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation ) 

1716 Speilbusch Avenue 
Toledo, Ohio 43624 ) 

and , ) 

United States of America ) 


Defendants 


) 








JURISDICTION 


1. Jurisdiction is premised upon 28 U.S.C. 1346? 

28 U.S.C. 1343? 28 U.S.C. 1331? 28 U.S.C.. 1361 and Plain¬ 
tiff seeks relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2201? Rule 65 of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution. 

PARTIES 


2. Plaintiff, William S. Jordan, is a resident of 
Paulding County, Ohio residing at R. R. 1, Box 13, Cecil, 
Ohio within the Fifth (5th) Congressional District and 
is a citizen of the United States. 

3. Defendant Delbert Latta is the U. S. Congressman 

for the Fifth (5th) Congressional District and is a res-' 
ident of Wood County, Ohio and is a citizen of the United 
States. ' ’ . 


4. Defendant 


and Defendant 


work for -the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), United 
States Department of Justice, and work, in the Toledo, Ohio 
office. 


5. Defendant United States of America (USA) is the 
government of the United States of America. 

FACTS 

6. Plaintiff is an International Brotherhood of 




Teamsters member employed by Central Transport as a truck 
driver operating from the company premises located at 

It 

R. R. 6, Defiance, Ohio. 

7. As a result of a labor dispute between Central 
Transport and Plaintiff concerning wages, hours and work¬ 
ing conditions, a grievance was filed by - Plaintiff with 

Central Transport on or about March 15, 1975. 1 

. ■ ♦ » 

8. On' or about April 4, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned 

Defendant Latta at his home in Bowling Green, Ohio to 

1 » . 

discuss the grievance and attending .problems evolving 
from the grievance with Central Transport. The conversa¬ 
tion lasted approximately fifteen (15) minutes. Plain¬ 
tiff called Defendant Latta to seek his assistance and 

intervention in the dispute between Plaintiff and Central 

\ » 

Transport. 

9. On or about April 6, 1975 Plaintiff brought cer¬ 
tain documents to Defendant Latta's home as requested by 
Defendant Latta in their prior telephone conversation 

of April 4, 1975. 

10. On or about April 8, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned' 
Defendant Latta at his home to inform him of the contin¬ 
uing escalation and problems surrounding the grievance 
and again asked Defendant Latta for assistance in his 
capacity as a U. S. Congressman.* Defendant Latta ini¬ 
tially could not recall who the Plaintiff was and then 
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* 


indicated to him that he had prepared a letter to Plain¬ 
tiff outlining what Plaintiff could do. 

11. On or about April 11, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned 
Defendant Latta at his home inquiring about the letter - 
that Defendant Latta said he had prepared and Plaintiff 
again asked Defendant Latta for assistance. Defendant 
Latta indicated he could not help the Plaintiff, but 
that he had prepared a letter regarding the problem. 

After Defendant Latta indicated.he could not help. Plain¬ 
tiff stated to Defendant Latta that he would remember how , 
to vote -the next time and-Defendant Latta. said 'that, is fine; 

*v. ' > ' 

-‘you Vote any way you want. The conversation'terminated at that time. 


12. On or about April 14, 1975 Defendant 
and -'Derfendanfc 


called the Plaintiff 


and 'informed him that they wanted to speak to him. Defen— 

' I .. • met 


danis 


and 


Plaintiff at the driveway of his residence on April 14, 

/ 

'1’975 at which time they informed Plaintiff that Defendant 
Latta filed a cdmphxtfc with the FBI against Plaintiff be-> 
cause Plaintiff had allegedly put undue pressure on De- 

and 
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fendant Latta. Defendants 


- • ,■/ stated that Defendant Latta did indicate’ 

that no threat was made on his life by Plaintiff, but 
that Plaintiff had put undue pressure on Defendant Latta. 

13. After a conversation of approximately- one hour 







with Defendants 


and 


said agents indicated to Plaintiff that the whole episode 
should be kept quiet and from the press. 

14. Plaintiff is a United States citizen and a vot- 

* * 

ing. resident'of the Fifth (5th) United States Congression¬ 
al District.' He contacted a United States Congressman 
in order to petition his government for redress of 

grievances. . 

15. Plaintiff’s appeal to Defendant Latta, his 

Congressman, for assistance and intervention is a pro¬ 
tected right guaranteed by the First and Fourteenth Amend¬ 
ments . • • 

16. Defendant Latta’s actions in utilizing the FBI 
was meant to curtail the Plaintiff’s rights to petition 

government. - 

17. Plaintiff at no time threatened or put undue 
pressure on Defendant Latta in his conversations with 
Defendant Latta, and the utilization of the FBI by 
Defendant Latta is meant to harass Plaintiff because 

of Plaintiff's exercise of his right to petition govern¬ 
ment’. 

18. Defendant Latta and Defendants |_|and 

* 

I ; -• 1 , actions have resulted 

. 

in irreparable harm to Plaintiff and leaves him without 

an adequate remedy at law since he is being denied the 
right to contact his United States Congressman or else 







• * • # 

suffer the harassment of FBI. investigations. 

19. The case and controversy exceeds $10,000.00 in 
damages. 

RELIEF 

20. That a declaratory judgement issue declaring 
the following: 

(a) that Plaintiff as a citizen of'the United 
States has a right as guaranteed by the Constitution to 
petition his Congressman; 

(b) that Defendant Latta's action in reporting 
Plaintiff to the FBI was violative of Plaintiff's rights 
as guaranteed by the Constitution; 

(c) that the Defendants and 

investigation of the Plaintiff 

% 

because of his contact with Defendant Latta was viola¬ 
tive of Plaintiff's unencumbered right to petition govern 
ment. ‘ . 

21. That a preliminary and permanent injunction is¬ 
sue : 

(a) requiring the*Defendants |_ and 

• | | to expunge any and all FBI 

records pertaining to Plaintiff as a result of Defendant 
Latta's charges; 

(b) enjoining the- Defendants and 

* >•■*' ■ • * from harassing the Plaintiff 
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'C 4 '* p 
* * v * ~ 


' #• '■ • 
by visitation to home, place of work or anywhere else 

because of Plaintiff's exercise of his right to petition 

government or as a real It of this lawsuit. 

22. That a writ of mandamus issue against Defendant 

Latta compelling Defendant Latta to do the following: 

(a) carry out and perform his functions as a 
United States Congressman in a manner so as not to deny 
Plaintiff his right to petition government; ■ 

(b) 'to refrain from filing charges with the 
FBI regarding Plaintiff because Plaintiff seeks to peti¬ 
tion government through Defendant Latta; 

(c) to fulfill those 'duties owed Plaintiff 


by Defendant Latta in his capacity as a United States 
Congressman; particularly to permit Plaintiff to seek a _ 
redress of his grievance and the right to petition govern¬ 
ment through Defendant ; Latta'without becoming subject to 


FBI or any other governmental investigation. 

23. .That compensatory damages in the amount of 
$15,000.00 be awarded Plaintiff. 

24. That punitive damages in the amount of 
$100,000.00 be awarded Plaintiff. 

25. That reasonable attorney fees be awarded. « 

26. For any and all other relief the court deems 

Respectfully.submitted, 

_ 

Ted Iorio 


appropriate. 
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VERIFICATION 


I, William S. Jordan, do hereby state that I have 
read the foregoing complaint and the facts and statements 
contained therein are true as I verily believe. 

/7 / I 


William S. Jdrflan 


Sworn to and subscribed before me in my presence,' 
^•thisl: ^^ ^ day of April, 1975. 

' ' ‘ \ \ \ Nofea ryO'v ub 1 ic ' * 

•' ' /v' Kol^ki L L EK ^ AGes 

My Commas ON. 


, i* V.t l >*‘ 


emission Expires Moron Joj j 975 




^ 1/ep. AD 
Dep. AD Inv. ~ 
Asst. Dir.: 

Admin._ 

Comp, Syst. _ 
Ext. Affairs — 
Files & Com. . 

Gen. Inv._ 

(dent._ 

Inspection __ 

Intell. __ 

Laboratory_ 

Plan. & Eval. 

Spec.Inv. _ 

Training_ 

Legal Coun._ 

Telephone Rm. , 
Director Sec'y - 
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SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION 


(Formerly D. C. Form No.45a Kcv. 


CIV. la (2-64) 

. (6-49)5 


®mteb States* JBtetrict Court 


FOR THE 


/ 


i?oji mi aoKmtKR uistmct c? objo 


Civil Action File No... 


Williata Jordan 


C 7 5 “ 16 


i 






<4 

*f P a 

li a 

« 7 -j 


* 


n 


i L* 

V 

& 


r 


Plaintiff 

* i* 

T V- 


cc 

S3 

o 

s: 

C\3 

HH 

S 


K 

<n 

fa 

5 

CQ 

a 

cr> 

« 

o 


C4 


c? 

■n 

<T> 

» 

> 

O 

O 


jUitUk* i^^iviauisijlvGarfa in bia 
ficdhl cap acity a fi air^d 
Xao^r4 ; »«!aaaf I I ijtndi^idtaaAly att<f 


Qn hisi official capacity:jos~aiij a*jont for 
j£ho 2r*iJ«kral ite*r«sa« ©2 i nyfct&k i^s fcion i 

|individually »$d jjin his of¬ 


ficial capacity Defendant^ nt for tfte 
Federal &ur*«fcu &£ iav«<Bt,iyotAoa »a'<S 


JUDGE DON j.' 


YOUNG 


SUMMONS 




55f?t'<*n dant« ^ ^ _____ 




y.ofc:- 


You are hereby summoned and required to serve upon 

, . Ted Xorio 

-x/UjmrAit w,dcittq ODji. u kclmcg la rnuqs pi 3 bcittou ojppci. jpau u Xiujjeq afiq«?. yTtrispaf cc. jx\i Dchcji' 


[2EVr] 

_„■> plaintiff’s attorney , whose address 

q - A 01 , 40 3X&X N- fteptibiio Souiovnrd . 

2 rrp 3 ci.jp 6 q suq 2 /aoijj fo pe^or-G ins* Toledo* Ohio 43612 fP|3 


j\i«!feq 'at«tG3 mmyoi* 


/'a^answer to the_complaint which is herewith served upon you, within*^ days after service of this,, 

XUM6J " 2. * C\i«vG'C? q?Ct$S« . 

summons.uponryou, exclusive of the day of service. If-you fail to do so, judgment by default will be 


taken against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 


fflo-nv: Schlachet, ClerK 

Clerk of Court. 


vAleen M. Shoahan 


Deputy Clerk . 


Date: APR 2- &’ 1975 


[Seal of Court] 
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Note:—This summons Is Issued pursuant to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

X ixcsiAsq fpic anininoue anq 8cr.Asq if f-oftefpe;. -'atjp fps ccujbiaa)]- pci.cn; az jopo/As: 

I pstcpX cci.fpl suq r.Gpm.n* fpaf on pps qal ox JO 


KlM.flKM OV. 8KKA1CK Of*. /AKIX 
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. IN THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT . 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan '■ ) 

R. R. 1 

Box i3 ) 

Cecil, Ohio 

’ * ) 

| Plaintiff 

\ ) 

-vs- 

) 

Delbert Latta, individually 
and in his official capa- ) 
city as a United States 
Congressman ) 

516* Hillcrest 

Bowling Green, Ohio ) 

< and . ) 


C 75-1 


‘JUDGE DON J. YOUNG 


_| individually ) 

and in his official capa¬ 
city as an agent for the ) 
Federal, Bure'au of Investi¬ 
gation ' ) 

1716 Speilbusch Avenue 
Toledo, Ohio 43624 ) 


) Civil Action No. 


Judge_ 


COMPLAINT 


individually ) 
and in his official capa¬ 
city as an agent for the ) 
Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation ) 

1716 Speilbusch Avenue 
Toledo, Ohio 43624 ’ ) 


United States of America 


Defendants 






JURISDICTION 


I 

J 

*1 

1.• Jurisdiction is premised upon 28 U.S.C. 1346; 

28 U.S.C. 1343; 28 U.S.C. 1331; 28 U.S.C., 1361 and Plain¬ 
tiff seeks relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2201; Rule 65 of 

* • w 

/ * 

the Fedeiral Rules of Civil Procedure and the First and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution. 

/ 

PARTIES 


2. Plaintiff, William S. Jordan,' is a resident of 

Paulding County, Ohio residing at R. R. 1, Box 13, Cecil, 
Ohio within* the Fifth (5th) Congressional District and 
is a citizen of the United States. . . . 

3. Defendant Delbert Latta is the U. SI Congressman 
for the Fifth (5th) Congressional District and is a res¬ 
ident 'of Wood County, Ohio and is a citizen of the United 

/ * * * 

' * * * 

States. . 


4. Defendants 


and Defendant 


work for the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), United 

States Department of Justice, and work, in the Toledo, Ohio 

• i 

office. , ' - . . ' ' . . 

* \ * ‘ v 


5. Defendant United States of America (USA) is the 

, 'I 

government of the United States of America. . 

t 

FACTS 

b\ Plaintiff is an International Brotherhood of 









. - , ■ t 

Teamsters member employed by Central Transport as a truck 

7 ; . r 

driver operating from the company premises located at 

I 

R. R. 6, Defiance# Ohio. 

h. As a result of a labor dispute between Central 

» I 

Transport and Plaintiff concerning wages, hours and work- 

* * j 

ing conditions, a grievance was filed by Plaintiff with 

Central Transport on or about March 15, 1975. j' 

8. On or about April 4, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned 

i 0 » 

Defendant Latta at his home in Bowling Green, Ohio to 
! ’ • • 
discuss the grievance and attending problems evolving 

i 

from the grievance with Centra 1 Transport. The conversa¬ 
tion lasted approximately fifteen (15) minutes.. .Plain¬ 
tiff called .Defendant Latta to seek his assistance and 
intervention in the dispute between Plaintiff and Central 
Transport. 

9. On or about April 6, 1975 Plaintiff brought cer¬ 
tain documents to Defendant Latta*s home as requested by 
Defendant'Latta in their prior telephone conversation . 

of April 4, 1975. ’ " 

10. On or about April 8, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned 

Defendant Latta at his home to inform him of the contin¬ 
uing escalation and problems surrounding the grievance 
and^again asked Defendant Latta for assistance in his 
capacity as a U. S. Congressman. Defendant Latta ini¬ 
tially could not recall who the Plaintiff was and then 







f ■ # 


' -- 3 -' 


I % 

indicated to him that he had prepared a letter to Plain- 

/ ' 

tiff outlining what Plaintiff could do. 


11. On or about April 11, 1975 Plaintiff telephoned 

Defendant Latta at his home inquiring about the letter• 

/ • ■ 

that Defendant Latta said he had prepared and Plaintiff 

again asked Defendant Latta for assistance. Defendant 

Latta indicated he could not help the Plaintiff, but 

♦ " 
that he had prepared a letter■regarding the problem. 

• * 
After Defendant Latta indicated.he could not help. Plain¬ 
tiff stated to Defendant Latta that he would remember how’ 
to vote -the next time and Defendant Laytta^said .that-.is fine; 

V'you' vote any way you want. 1 The conversation terminated at that time. 

12. On.or about April 14, 1975 Defendant 


and -Defendant 


called the Plaintiff 


> t 

and‘informed him that they wanted to speak to him. Defen¬ 
dants and . . * ’ * •, '•••. ‘ met 

I 

Plaintiff at the driveway of his residence on April 14, 
*1975 at which time they informed Plaintiff that Defendant 

-V 

Latta filed a cdn^fednt with the FBI against Plaintiff be- 

,\ ‘ 

cause Plaintiff had allegedly put undue pressure on De- 

fendant Latta. Defendants_and |_ I 

* 

' ./'-stated that Defendant Latta did indicate 

that no threat was made on his life by Plaintiff, but 

\\ 

that Plaintiff had put undue pressure on Defendant Latta. 

\ . ’ 

13. After a conversation of approximately one hour 


v 







j 


with Defendants!_| and _[ *. x *1 - 

■I ' ' • I 

said agerits indicated to Plaintiff that the whole episode 


should be kept quiet and from the press. j j 

» - 14 . Plaintiff is a United States citizen and avot- 
t i ' • ‘ - • » 

ing resident’of the Fifth (5th) United States Congression- 

I . * # ! 

al District. He contacted a United States Congressman 
in order to petition his government for redress of J 

. S' 

grievances. • 

j 15. Plaintiff’s appeal to Defendant Latta, his 


■Congressman, for assistance and intervention is a pro- 
tected right guaranteed by the First and Fourteenth Amend. 


merits. * - ... . ’ . \ 

16. ■ Defendant Latta's actions in utilizing the FBI 

+ * * ** d * 

was meant to curtail the Plaintiff’s rights to petition 

government. * 

' 17. Plaintiff at no time threatened or put undue 

pressure on Defendant Latta in his conversations with 
Defendant Latta, and the utilization of the FBI by 

,Defendant Latta is meant to harass Plaintiff because 

* * 1 * 

of Plaintiff's'exercise of his right to petition-govern- 

. • * 


ment. 

♦ ^ g 

18. Defendant Latta and Defendants | | and 

I, . -• 1 . actions have resulted 

*• ’ •• -'r* •• '■ 

v - 

in irreparable harm to Plaintiff and leaves him without 

an,adequate remedy at law since he is being denied the 
right to contact his United States Congressman or else 






















suffer the harassment of FBI. investigations.. * . 

19. The case and controversy exceeds $10,000.00 in 

i 

damages. 

\ I RELIEF 

I ' 

I 20. That a declaratory judgement issue declaring 

i 

the following:- 

(a) that Plaintiff as a citizen of'the United 
States, has a right as guaranteed by the Constitution to 
petition his Congressman; 

( , > 4 

>' (b) that Defendant Latta's action in reporting 

* t ! . 

»? * 

Plaintiff to the FBI was violative of Plaintiff's rights 


as guaranteed by the Constitution; 




(c) that the Defendants^ 


and 


' V investigation of the Plaintiff 


because of his contact with Defendant Latta was viola- 

t 

tive of Plaintiff's unencumbered right to petition govern- 

LJ " " - .'=• ' '• - 


me^_ 

• i 


; j 21. That a preliminary and permanent injunction is¬ 


sue: 


(a) requiring -the Defendants 


and 


■ to expunge any and all FBI 


records pertaining to Plaintiff as a result of Defendant 
Latta's charges; • . 


\ 

A. 


(b) enjoining _the Defendants 


and 


from harassing the Plaintiff 


be 

blC 
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by visitation to home, place of work or anywhere else 

* * * 

because of Plaintiff's exercise of his right to petition 
,< . , 
government' or as a resi It of this lawsuit. 

22. That a writ*of mandamus issue against Defendant 

Latta compelling’ Defendant Latta to do the following: 

. / ' • . 

(a) carry out and perform his functions as a 

* ' • 

United States Congressman in a'manner so as not to deny 

Plaintiff-his right to petition government; 

. • (b) to refrain from filing charges with the 

FBI regarding Plaintiff because Plaintiff seeks to peti- 

tiori government through Defendant Latta; 

(c) to fulfill those duties owed Plaintiff 
* * „ * „ 
by Defendant Latta in his capacity as a United States 

Congressman; particularly to permit Plaintiff to seek a 

redress of his' grievance and the right to petition govern- 

. ment through Defendant Latta'without becoming subject to 

* f • « 0 

FBX or any other governmental investigation. 

23. That compensatory damages in the amount of 
$15,000.00 be awarded Plaintiff. 

\ 24 That punitive damages in the amount of 

$100,000.00 be awarded Plaintiff. 

\ 25. That reasonable attorney fees be awarded. 


26. For any and all other relief the court deems 

\\. ' ■ ' ’ 

appropriate. * Respectfully submitted. 


Ted lorio 


TV-O- 



VERIFICATION 


I < 

I , William S. Jordan, do hereby state that I have 


J 

read the foregoing complaint and the facts and statements 


/ 


L 


t 



Sworn to and subscribed before me in my presence. 


^•this!. '^/^ n day of April, 1975. 

>.\ • n 


.a\MIV/ x V \ 

'Vi ' 


(L tiht 

4/i " 0 


Nota r^/P ublie 




■*=SSS8* 


1975 
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Director Sec'y ; 


CIVIL SUIT* Docket # C 75-166 
Re Bureau telephone call to Toledo RA, 5/19/75. 


4 ^ 6 f 


Attached a re amended - naraa ranl 
affidavits of SASI I and 



in the f 
Toledo RA. 


Also being submitted via telecopier is the proposed affidavit 
Of SRA JOHN J. BRE&RASJ, Toledo RA 
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FOR THS fcORTKEKN OXSTXCtCT OF OXJAO 

WESTERN DIVISION 


f 


William S. Jordan, 
Plaintiff 


vs. 


Albert tatta, individually 
and in his official capacity 
as a United states Congressman? 

I L individually and 

in his official capacity as an 
agent for the Federal Bureau of 
InvG stigation 7 [ ' 


individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation? 
and United States of America 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


Pocket No® C 75-166 

AFFIDAVIT OF SPBCXAXi 
AGENT JOHN J. BRENNAN 
FBI 


0 


Defendants 

State of Ohio) 

1 ) ss* ■ 

Dacas county ) 

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says? 

1, The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations 

in the cofrg>laint of William s * Jordan, filed with the United 

\ 

States District Court, Northern, District of Ohio, Western Di¬ 
vision, on April 22, 1975, naming Special Agents _ 

~| as defendants. 

✓ « 

2, . Affiant is employed as a Special Agent of the Federal 

Bureau of investigation at Toledo, Ohio, and was so employed 

* / 

during April, 1975, and as such, supervised investigations in 
the Toledo, Ohio, area and adjacent counties, including 
Paulding County, Ohio, in affiant * s capacity as Senior Resi¬ 


dent Agent of the Toledo Resident Agency. 


3. On April 12, 1975 affiant was advised by the Cleveland 


Office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation via,telephone 


that Congressman Delbert Latta, 5th District, Bowling. Green, 
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assigned to the ^Toledo Gffics o£ the Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation contact him. 

4, Congraasman &atta was contacted that data by affiant at 
which time Mr, xatta provide! the following information* A 
constltui&nt of his, one Bill Jordan, Bafianco* Ohio* phone 
numbar 782~43$3* had originally contacted him a woak or so ago 
concerning a dispute between Jordan and M? an^Xoyor, a trudfc~ 
ing company based in Michigan* Jordan had advised the Con¬ 
gressman that ha and savers! other drivers from the I>afianee* 
Ohio area 'were alleging'certain unfair labor practices on 
tha part of their employer- and Jordan had sought his, Latin's* 
help* Congressman Latta advised affiant it was his recollec¬ 
tion that a nsw contract was being negotiated or an existing 
contract was baing modified and the company allegedly was 

exerting pressure on the drivers in an effort to have them 

^ * * 

accept the con tract. Congressman Latta told affiant that he 
listened to Hr* Jordan's recitation of the allegations and 
than suggested to him that h$ prepare a written report of the 
entire affair and deliver it to hie* X&tta's* home in Bowling 
Green* Ohio* which report w&s delivered to congressman 
residence about a weak ago by Jordan, and, after examining if* 
he told Jordan that the matter should be brought to the atten¬ 
tion of ths Motional labor Relations Board (HIRB) and he in¬ 
dicated to Jordan that he would handle this upon his return 
* 

to Washington* X>*e* Affiant was further advised by Congress¬ 
man Latte this was the only personal contact ha had with 
Jordan; however* there have been several phona calls from 
Hr* Jordan to Congressman Latta in fchs wsek of April 5 - 12* 




dic&t&d ha was CKtresGeXy with the? progress being 

“> 

rcafia in this ifiattsr and that he ejepseted Congressman Latta to 
have achieved some type of results In this period d£ tic?o. 




t 


( 3 ) 


Congressman batta further told affiant Mr* Jordan appeared to 
be hostile and antagonistic in Ms cogent a toward him and he 
recalled a eoascenh by Jordan that ho “was going to t&ko mat»* 
tors into his own hands. M Congressman tetta said ha did not 
hnptf what Jordan meant by this but it did give him some cause 
for concern sines violence against the trucking company might 
be implied or violence against him might also be implied 
since Jordan was e&trem&ly unhappy with Latta's effects. 
Congressman latte said there were no direct threats, as such, 
made against Mm by Jordan? however* ho did feel that this 

N 

matter should be brought to the attention of the Federal Bu~ 

* reau of investigation* 

5. On April 12, 1975 Assistant United States Attorney 

Toledo, Ohio*' was contacted by affiant and 

he was apprised of the above facts* told affiant 

he felt Jordan should foe interviewed concerning tMs entire 
affair in view of his cofsaent that ha "was going to take mat¬ 
ters into Ms own hands* a and an elaboration or clarification 

of tMs remark be secured. He ashed „that he be ‘re-contacted 

\ 

with the results of the interview with Jordan. 

6 . Because of the serious nature of tMs matter and the fact 
that Jordan had mentioned “taking natters into his own hands,* 
wMch, in affiant*s experience indicated possible violence 
directed toward either Jordan’s employer and/or congressman 
hatta, affiant dispatched two Special Agent® to interview Hr. 
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# 7. Affiant 0 X 1 April 14, 1975 requested SpSCiBl Agents] _| 

__ * _ 

to interview He. Jordan in order 
to r^BOlvo if there ws ih fact a threat to the pergonal 
safety of ?«sr. £etta and to Sstertaine if Jordan ,c on tenrolated 
violence, or threats of violence, in his dispute ttfith his 
eitployor- * . 






( 4 ) 


8. Affiant b&s rsad the affidavits p£ Spatial Agents |_ 

and is aware of their statements 
in these affidavits. Affiant states that the acta of these 
agents ©re within tha seep© of their ernployraent ana ware con¬ 
ducted in the discharge of thair official duties as Special 

f 

Agents of the Federal Bureau of investigation* 


CTohn O'* Brennan# Special Agent# 
Federal Bureau of investigation 

( 

sworn to and subscribed before ms on this day of 
Kay# 1975# at Toledo#- Ohio*; 


Notary Public# Bacas County# Ohio 
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•2 A* ‘On the morning of April 14, 1975 affiant was called into. the office of his 
» * * 

immediate supervisor. Senior Resident Agent John J. Brennan, Toledo, Ohio, 

\vho advised affiant he had been in contact with Congressman Delbert L&tta on 

Saturday, April 12, 1975, in response to Mr. Latta's telephone call to the Cleveland 

* 

< * 

Office of the PBl on that date. Affiant was told by Brennan that Congressman Uette 
informed him, Brennan, that during the period April 4, 197$ through April 11, 1975 
he had had severe! telephone conversations and a persona! visit from Bill Jordan of 
Defiance, Ohio, who requested Latta's assistance with regard to a dispute he Jordan, 
was having with his employer, a trucking company irt Detroit, Michigan. Agent 
Brennan stated to affiant that Latte further informed him, Brennan, that Jordan had 
expressed dissatisfaction with his, Latta's handling of the matter, became very 

j 

hostile and antagonistic in his comments to him, and threatened to take matters into 
his own hands. Agent,Brennan directed affiant to immediately Interview Jordan, 
and thereafter informed Assistant United States Attorney Patrick J. Foley of the 


results. 










3A,; Affiant interviewed William Jordan in the presence of 
Jordan* s father. Gamer (Jack) Jordan, on April 14, 1975, 
and Jordan advised affiant an follows t J?e is currently em¬ 
ployed as an independent trucker for Central Transport, De¬ 
troit, Michigan* ne is 23 years of age, recently married, 
and heavily indebted* in about July, 1974 hie employer in¬ 
stituted so-called H economic measures* 1 , «h±ch directly af¬ 
fected him, Jordan, and the other independent truckers vjhose 
rigs were leased to Central Transport# by substantially re¬ 
ducing his income. Jordan considered this action unjust 
and possibly illegal, and as a result he filed a grievance 
against Ms entployer. He.was‘subsequently informed that pos¬ 
sibly Congressman Delbert iatta could be of assistance to him 
in this natter, Affiant states Jordan said for that reason 
he telephoned Latta*s Boiling Green, OMo residence on Pri- 

s 

day, April 4, 1975 and discussed hie problem with Latte, 

r 

who asked that he, _ Jordan, reduce the matter to writing and 
bring it to him at Ms home whan completed. Jordon further 
told affiant the following* On Sunday, April 6, 1975 he, 

Jordan, delivered the written report to batta end was told 

/ <* 

by Xatta that he, batta, would look into the matter* On 

/f 

Tuesday, April 3, 1975 he telephoned Latta at Latta's Wash¬ 
ington, D.C. office, inquiring as to. what action had been 







«£&en 4 in to cat©, xiattt xnstzaxaiy vac nox. «*~ 



* « 

mili&r with Jordan’s name or the coaplaint and this upset 

Jordan, suggesting to him that latta was not seriously &t« 
tenpfcing to assist him. latta did, however, recall the mat¬ 
ter and told Jordan that he still was making inquiries into 
the matter* On Friday, April 11, 1973 Jordan telephoned 
latta at Lstta’s Bowling Green, Ohio residence, informing 
Latta that his situation with his employer had worsened to 
the point where ha considered himself “all hut fired". Also 
at this time Jordan asked latta what the status was of the . 
matter* The conversation between the two of' them beca me 
"heated" because he felt latta was not doing all he could' 
for Mm, and he, Jordan, remarked to latta that he would 
alert the news media of the situation and Latta "s failure 
to give his problem the proper attention it deserved, and 
too, would remember "all that the Congressman Jmd done for 

him and his fellow truckers" when it came time to vote again* 

i „ 

Jordan stated to affiant that in retrospect he probably was 
unduly forceful in his Plea to Latta and now realises that 
he did make soma unfair statements and accusations to him. 

Jordan added, however, that this approach by him was because 

of his "state of desperation", fearing financial ruin if 

quick and correction action was not forthcoming, Jordan eon+* 

to affiant that he, Jordan, had not and would not entertain 

the thought of using any physical force or other violent acts ag ainst 

latta or anyone else to accomplish the results he hopes for. 





9A t Affiant states that following tha interview of plaintiff/affiant contacted 

** ' _ 1 <. 

Assistant United States Attorncv_Toledo, Ohio, on April 14, I97S. 

and Informed him of the results of affiant's interview with plaintiff Jordan, |_ 

advised affiant It was his opinion that based on the facts of the matter no prosecutable 

violation exists. 

9B. Affiant states that after receiving the prosecutive opinion of the Assistant United 
States Attorney ! 1 investigation in this matter was immediately terminated and no 
further inquiries relating to It were made by affiant'or anyone else to the best of 
affiants knowledge. 
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OATE: 6/29/75 


Mr. Adams 
Mr. Gebhardt 
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: /SCHEDULEDyMEETING OP' 
f DIRECTOR KELLEY WITH 
ATTORNEY GENERAL LEVI ON 
JUNE 30/ 1975/ AT 1:30 P.M. 



Inspection _b6 

fnt.ll- b7c 

Laboratory_ 

Legal Court. 
Plan.& Eval. _ w , 

Spec. Inv. .—; 

Training . 
Telephone Rtn. i/ 
Director 


One of the anticipated topics of discussion at ^ 

above meeting relates to re cent .^comment s of Congressmen John J. \ 
Rhodes (R-Arizona)/ and Delbert^Latta, (R-Ohio)', regarding ^ 

actions taken by the FBI" in interviewing constituents of the ^ 
Congressmen after the Congressmen or‘their representatives had ^ . 
referred to the FBI matters relating to the actions of the « 

constituents. 

_ \Si 

Attached are copies of | | to Mr. Gebhardt b6 

memorandum of'5/28/75/ and letter to the Attorney General of ^ ^7 
5/28/75/ captioned "Congressional Inquiries and Related Matters 
which contain background concerning this situation. b] 

*• ' As/ 

tu 

We received a memorandum from the Attorney General 
dated 5/30/75, which implied that w,e should adopt a policy of § 
notifying Congressmen prior to conducting interviews of indivi- g 
duals who have made threats against them. A reply was made on ^ 

6/6/75, in which we took a stand against such notifications as o 

a general policy. ^ ^ 

It was pointed out to the Attorney General .tfiat it has 
long been our understanding that in the absence of some indication 
to’ the contrary, a Congressman, in referring these matters to us, 
exoected that appropriate investigation would be instituted, 
including interview of any subject identified. Such cases usually 
involve’criminal violations, whether prosecuted or riot. Due to 
their nature, it is necessary these type cases be resolved as 
quickly as possible. In many cases, interviews are necessary to 
positively identify the subject and obtain infoinuat^Dn^^e^e&SS^JrY 
to secure a prosecutive opinion. Additionally, an int^ryiej^ J 
might be instrumental in deterring the subject f&dnry 
any action in furtherance of his'threats. As Congress^' are .a 
not always immediately available because of traV^Wfm^Ka^ 
things, unnecessary delay Cpyjld -be^^riqpunter^d iry making sucn , jy 
notifications. , ^ 
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Memorandum to Mr. Gebhardt 

RE: SCHEDULED MEETING OF DIRECTOR KELLEY 



In,regard to these matters resulting in possible 
legal action, the Attorney General was assured that any inter¬ 
views conducted by our Special Agents would be handled in a 
professional manner with due regard for the rights of all 
persons concerned. It was pointed out that the possibility 
of lawsuits is a necessary risk taken in any investigation. 

The Attorney General was told that we would make 
prior notifications in any particular case where the facts 
indicate such would be advisable. He was additionally advised 
that as a matter of practice, our liaison keeps the Congressman 
advised in general ..terms of the results of particular investi¬ 
gations such as these. 

Legal Counsel has advised the civil suit against 
Congressman’ Latta is still pending. We have submitted the 
litigation report to the Department and in the absence of 
further requests of the Department, there is no other action 
required of the Bureau at this time. 

ACTION: It is recommended that this memorandum be made available 

to the Director prior—to his meeting with the Attorney General 
on 6/30/75. 


( 
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AFFIDAVIT 


Washington, D. C, ' 

ss< ' 

District of Columbia ■ ’ . 

' I, Delbert L. Latta, being first duly sworn, depose and say that on 
or about April 4, 1975, I was called by a man I'didn't know, never heard 
of, and who identified himself as a‘William Jordan of Defiance, Ohio.. He 
stated that our Congressional office had done something to help his father 
some time back and now he wanted to get my help as his Congressman for 
the purpose of doing something for him, I indicated I'd be glad to help 
if I could but I would have to know something about the problem before I 
could say whether or not our office could be of assistance. He then 
related the following in a very disjointed, rambling, and sometimes highly 

" r « * 

emotional manner. 

He stated that he was one of 20 or 25 truckers in the Defiance, Ohio, 
area who were being pressured through various methods by the Central 
Transport Company, a Michigan company, into changing their contracts with 
it and that these changes would mean considerably less money to the drivers 
and could even cost some of them their jobs. He said the drivers were 
being called into the office one by one and were being threatened in 
various ways if they didn't agree to the changes the company wanted. He 
mentioned that one trucker was called in and told he would lose over $700 
coming to him in vacation pay if he didn't agree to the changes. He 
mentioned that others were being told they would be based someplace in 
Michigan rather than in Defiance if they, didn't agree to the changes. He 
said he had been advising the drivers not to agree to any changes when 
they were called in but some had been agreeing to them anyway.' jte said 
he knew he was being singled out by the company as a troublemaker for 
advising the drivers not to agree to the .changes. He said he had not been 
called in himself but he knew he would be sooner or later and that he was 
already suffering a loss in earnings. He then became very upset and 
mentioned that when he got called in they would probably put some man 










(whose name he mentioned but*I do not remember) on him and he was supposed to 

have mafia connections. He said this man had a reputation for being rough 

and for using strong-arm tactics in getting his way. He said this couldn't 

happen to him as he needed all the income his contract called for as he was 

heavily in debt on"his trucking equipment and needed this money to keep from 

losing it and his home. He"said no one was going to force him to agree to a 

change in that contract and he would do everything he could to prevent it. 

He said he had contacted everyone he knew for help — including his union 

representative in Lima, Ohio — and no one was doing anything to help them. 

He said his union representative had passed him off by saying "he was trying 

to put him between the rock and the hard place". He said unless he got some 

help he was going to start writing letters to the papers and calling radio 

stations to let them know that everyone had refused to'help. From time to 

time he would refer to various sections of their contract which he claimed ■ 

the company was violating. After listening to his rambling for several 
■ * - • 
minutes, I finally said I didn't know what I could do on the spur of the 

moment. He then got very angry and demanded that I do somethingHe said 

something to the effect that our office was his last hope for help and asked 

if I didn't care about their problem? I said I never said I didn't care about 

their problem only that I didn 8 t‘know what I could do about them. • • 

He said he had papers which would show that the company was violating 
the contract and that he wanted to show them to me. I said I'd be glad to 
take them back to Washington and have the staff check them out for possible 
action if he could get them to me at Bowling Green, Ohio. He said he would 
bring them over on Sunday. I instructed him how to find our home and told him 
to leave them in the mailbox if no one was home when he arrived. 

On late Sunday afternoon, April 6, 1975, I was called to the front door 
of our home in Bowling Green, Ohio, and a man with a long beard and a mean 
look on his face, identified himself as Jordan. He stated that he had brought 
those papers over to me to take back to Washington on Monday and that he 
wanted something done. He said all he had been getting was the "run-around" 
while Central Transport was costing him his livelihood. Since he acted so 
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happen - to him as he needed all the income his contract called for as he was 

heavily in debt on’his trucking equipment and needed this money to keep from 

* * « 

losing it and his home. He'said no one was going to force him to agree to a 

change in that contract and he would do everything he could to prevent it. 

He said he had contacted everyone he knew for help — including his union 
representative in Lima, Ohio —’and no one was doing anything to help them. 

He said his union representative had passed him off by saying "he v/as trying 
to put him between the rock and the hard place". He said unless he got some 
help he was going to start writing letters to the papers and calling radio 
stations to let them know that everyone had refused to help. From time to 
time he would refer to various sections of their contract which he claimed 
the company was violating. After listening to his rambling for several 

• - t 

minutes, I finally said I didn*t know what I could do on the spur of the 
moment- He then got very angry and demanded that I do something. He said 
something to the effect that our office was his last hope for help and asked 
if I didn x t care about their problem? I said I never said I didn't care about 
their problem only that I didn 8 tknow what I*could do about them. • - 

He said he had papers which would show that the company was violating * 
the contract and that he wanted to show them to me. I said I'd be glad to 
take them back to Washington and have the staff check them out for possible 
action'if he could get them to me at Bowling Green, Ohio. He said he would 
bring them over on Sunday. I instructed him how to find our home and told him 
to leave them in the mailbox if no one was home when he arrived. 

On late Sunday afternoon, April 6, 1975, I was called to the front door 
of our home in Bowling Green, Ohio, and a man with a long beard and a mean 
look on his face, identified himself as Jordan. He stated that he had brought 
those papers over to me to take back to Washington on Monday and that he 
wanted something done. He said all he had been getting was the "run-around" 
while Central Transport was costing him his livelihood. Since he acted so 
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* ^ » • 

belligerent and nasty about it, I did not invite him into the house,. I told * 

* 

him that I couldn*t promise him anything but would be glad to have the matter 
investigated. He handed me an envelope — which I did not open — and closed 
the door, • 

Upon my return to the office on Monday morning, April 7,' 1975, the day 
following Jordan*s delivery of the* papers to my home, I called in Vi Koerber, • 
a member of my congressional staff whose duties are in the field of legisla¬ 
tion, to discuss the truckers 8 problems, I pointed out that a company in 
Michigan was involved and since it was operating across state lines, federal 
laws or regulations were probably involved, I said the company could be 

» V * * 

violating N.L.R.B. regulations by the tactics charged to them and could or 

„ > 
should be violating some criminal statutes if the allegations v/ere true, 

4 

After I had briefly summarized the charges being made by Jordan, I turned the 
matter over to her for investigation and any possible legislative action which 
might be found necessary, I heard no more from Vi Koerber until she brought 
in a letter addressed to Jordan she had prepared for my signature on late 
Thursday afternoon-, April 10, 1975? The letter indicated that the matter had 
been taken up in Washington with the Assistant General Counsel for the Ohio 
area of N.L.R.B. and stated that due to the complexity of the case it was 
suggested that a formal charge be filed with the Regional Director of the 
N.L.R.B. in Cleveland, I signed the letter and returned to Bowling Green that 
night. A copy of the letter, which was read-to Mr. Wilks of N.L.R.B., is 
attached, 

I had a brief telephone call from Jordan after he delivered the papers to 
my home. He told me he had received his pay check and it was considerably 
less than he had been getting. He wanted me to tell him how he could possibly 
pay his bills and live on this kind of income. He said he was going to have 

another trucker call me to back up his charges against the- company. He ended 

* 

the conversation by again demanding that v/e do something about their problem. 

I was next called between'7:0Q and‘8:00 P'.M. while working in my Washington 
office by another man I did not know. He identified himself as one of the 
truckers Jordan had called about and that he wanted to confirm all that Jordan 
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had told me about the trouble they were having with Central Transport. I did 
not get this man's name but I have since been informed he was a Gene Crites of 

II Hey. Ohio. This conversation was of short duration. 

On Friday night, April 11, 1975, as our family was sitting down at the 
table for dinner, the phone rang and I was advised the call was for me. Jordan " 
identified himself and in an angry and hostile manner stated that he had gotten 
a notice from the company to bring his rig in for a safety check and he knew 
what this meant. They would find something wrong with it and he would be out 
of a job;'that he would then lose his rig and home because he couldn't make 
.the payments; and that it was all our fault since I had failed to take care 
of his problem. I said, just a minute, I never told you our office would 
take care of your problem - I said we would check into it and we've been doing 
just that. I said as a matter of fact, I signed a letter to you last night 
outlining the procedure you should take to get action” You should file your 
I charges with the N.L.R.B. He said he hadn't'gotten the letter and doubted I 
that I had sent one. He again made the charge that cur failure to take care ' " t 

of the matter was going to cause him to lose everything he had’.' He said he I t 
was tired of getting the "run-around" from everyone. 'I said yoii haven't been ' 

. getting the "run-around" from me as I turned the matter over to a member of 
my staff on Monday and an answer had been mailed to him on Thursday, which ' I 

outlined the procedure to follow in order to get action” He-said he was going I 

to get action alright - he was now going’to take care of the matter his way. i 

He said if I had taken care of their problem, he would not have to be going [ 

to have it out with that guy. (The "guy” he had reference to was the one he | 

told me was supposed to have mafia connections and used the strong-arm tactics f 

in dealing with people). I told him that he couldn't go up there and cause \ 

trouble he had to follow the law. He again repeated that "you've got to | ' 

do something" as he knew what was going to happen if he went up there. I said ^ 

we are doing all we can lawfully do at the moment. I said you certainly can't | 

expect me to go up to Detroit and punch that guy in the nose| as everyone 

[follows the law-they don't take it Into their own hands: He said that e ~ 

company was not following the law and it was getting by with it. He again I 

repeated his charge that I was to blame for his present' troubles since our 
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office had not taken care of their problems. He said he was tired of people 
giving him the "run-around", was now going to take care of the matter himself, 
and besides that he was not going to vote for me. I said, that’s fine, you 
vote any way you like but you had better take my advice and follow the law. 

He said, don’t v/orry, 1*11 take care of it and he hung up. All during this 
conversation, Jordan was extremely emotional and accusatory, angry and 
belligerent, sounded desperate, refused to accept my several admonitions to 

i 

follow the law, and led me to believe he had concluded that the only recourse 
remaining to him was to take the law into his own hands. After I put down 
the receiver, I immediately commented on Jordan’s state of mind to those 
seated around the table and said he was out to cause trouble. 

This call bothered me the remainder of the evening and I slept very 

* 

little during the night. I finally decided that since federal laws were 
involved and the matter had already been brought to the attention of the 
N.L.R.B. by our office, Jordan’s demands, statements and present state of 
mind made it imperative that this entire matter involving the truckers' 
problems be brought to the attention of the F.B.I. as well. I called the 
Cleveland office of the F.B.I. the next morning around 7:30 A.M. and talked 
with a man by the name of I 


He said he was not an agent and that 


I should call the Toledo office and give the information to them. He 
mentioned that they probably wouldn’t be in the office at that hour. I waited 
until around 9:00 A.M. and called the Toledo office and talked with a 


I briefed him on the problems the truckers were having with this 


Michigan firm, contacts with our office, Jordan’s allegations .^concerning a 
certain individual having mafia connections, Jordan’s irrational and emotional 
call of the night before, my repeated advice to him to follow the law, etc. 
During the conversation,! [interrupted to ask, "Did he threaten your life 


I answered, "No." (Had he asked me if he had put the fear of God in me, I’d 
have answered in the affirmative.) Burman said he would call me back. A 
couple of hours later, he called me and said he had taken the matter up with 
the United States Attorney and they had decided to investigate. 

The following Friday, April 18, 1975, I received a call from a man who 
identified himself as agent | | of the F.B.I* He said they had investigated 
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the matter and that they had talked with Jordan. He said they had difficulty 
locating him since he had moved .from Defiance to Cecil, Ohio. He said they 
had first found him very upset and emotional. He was very disturbed over 
the prospects of losing his job as he was deeply in debt. □ said he j 

thought they had succeeded in qui&ting him down and that he didn't think he b6 

b7C 

would cause any trouble since they had talked with him. I thanked him and 
hung up. I I did not give me any further details on their investigation. . 

Our conversation lasted only a couple of minutes. 

I later learned that during the time Jordan was moving, the N.L.R.B. 

' 

Assistant Counsel, Mr. Wilks, had been trying to locate him to emphasize 
the necessity for his following the course of action outlined in my April 10, 

1975, letter but he did not succeed in talking with him. Mr. Wilks informed 
Kaye Burchell of our congressional staff that he had left word with another * 
trucker*s wife, Mrs. David Carr, for her husband to get a message to Jordan 
since he apparently didn*t have a phone. Some time later, Mr. Wilks advised 
Kaye Burchell that he had talked with Mrs. Carr again and she had conveyed a 
message from her husband from Jordan that they "were taking care of the 
matter". Mr. Wilks informed Miss Burchell that he didn s t know what was 
meant by this statement. After receiving this report from Mr. Wilks, a 
letter was sent to Jordan from our Washington office on April 21, 1975, 
outlining the contacts, made by us in behalf of the truckers (which mentioned 
contacts with the N.L.R.B. and F.B.I.), fir. Wilks* attempts to locate him, 
and Mrs. Carr*s message that they "were taking care of the matter." ' I 
followed by saying that accordingly, .1 would close our files on the matter 
' unless- ' we ' heard ' from him ' to ‘ the ‘ contrary ^ 

On April 26, 1975, I learned from a Toledo radio station that Jordan 
had filed suit. 

- ■ * , 

During our investigation of this matter and through inquiries made by 

Vi Koerber, my legislative aide, with the Legislative Counsel of the House 
and the Minority Staff of the Education and Labor Committee, it v/as determined 
that additional penalties were needed where tactics such as those outlined 

r i - * 

by Jordan were used in attempting to change or modify an existing union 
contract. I instructed Vi Koerber to have appropriate legislation prepared. 
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Appropriate legislation was drafted by a member of the Minority Staff of 

the Education and Labor Committee and was introduced by me on May 1, 1975, 

■ \ 

and is presently pending before the House Education and Labor Committee. 

Affiant says he has read the complaint filed by William Jordan in the 
Federal District Court for the Northern District of Ohio, Western Division, 
and being case number C 75 - 166 and wishes to address himself to those 
paragraphs in said complaint which mentions affiant. Affiant says that any 
and all contacts by one William Jordan with him were made with him in his 
capacity as a United States Congressman only and that any and all actions 
taken by affiant as a result of said contacts’ were taken solely in his 
capacity as a United States Congressman. 

* . 

Affiant says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph' 8, that at no 

time did William Jordan ever request him to intervene in the alleged labor 

dispute between Plaintiff and Central Transport; that affiant, as an 
individual member of Congress, does not possess authority to intervene in 

and settle labor disputes; and had Plaintiff Jordan made such a request, 

* / 

affiant would have promptly notified him of such lack of authority. 

Affiant says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph 10, that he 

could not have been telephoned by Plaintiff Jordan at his home on April 8, 
1975 as alleged; that he was in Washington, D. C. on said date, attending 
to his Congressional duties; that he answered five separate roll calls in 
the House on said date and the same are duly recorded in the Congressional 
Record; that affiant did not know on April 8, 1975, that the April 10, 1975 
letter v/as to be prepared for Jordan by a member of his staff as said staff 
member never discussed the case with affiant between April 6, 1975, and April 
10, 1975; that said letter and its contents were, unknown to affiant until 
presented to him for his signature on April 10, 1975, by a member of his 
staff; and as a consequence, affiant could not have informed Plaintiff Jordan 
of same on April 8, 1975, as alleged in said Paragraph 10. 

Affiant says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph 11, that 
Plaintiff Jordan did not telephone affiant on April 11, 1975; to inquire, 
"about the letter" as alleged in said paragraph, as Plaintiff Jordan did not 
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know of the existence of the April 10, 1975, letter until advised of same 

# t 

by affiant during the said April 11, 1975, telephone conversation; that 
the April 10, 1975, letter itself disputes Plaintiff Jordan’s allegation 
that "Latta indicated he could not help the Plaintiff" as it outlines several 
courses of action to be followed under various circumstances in order to 
have the truckers* grievances properly and lawfully adjudicated. 

Affiant says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph 12, that he 
never filed a complaint against Jordan with the F*B«I.; that in furtherance 
of his desire to be of all possible assistance to Jordan and the other 
truckers similarly situated, and after being put in great fear of what might 
happen after receiving the April- 11, J975, call'from Jordan, a complete 
stranger, wherein he was highly emotional and accusatory, angry and belligerent, 
sounded desperate, refused to accept my several admonitions to follow the law, 
and led me to believe he had concluded that the only recourse remaining to 
him was to take the law into his own hands, he called the F. B. I. on early 
Saturday morning, April 12, 1975, and related the entire matter involving 
the truckers* continuing troubles-with Central Transport and Plaintiff 
Jordan’s calls to affiant to the Bureau for whatever action it deemed 
appropriate; that affiant was later informed by a person describing himself 
as agent Burman of the F.'B, I. that, after consulting with the United States 
Attorney, they had decided to investigate the matter; that affiant did not 
participate in making this decision; was not contacted during any stage of 
the investigation which foil owed;:had no control over it; knew nothing of its 
scope, who was doing the investigating or who was being interrogated; and 
had no knowledge of what was being asked or said during the interrogations 
which might have taken place. * ... 

Affiant further says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph 16, 
that his reason for bringing the entire matter involving the truckers' 
troubles and Jordan’s calls to him to the attention of the F. B. I. was not 
to curtail Plaintiff’s right to petition government as alleged but was in 
furtherance of the same; that Plaintiff Jordan had repeatedly insisted that 
affiant "do something" as his Congressman and since affiant had already * 
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contacted the N. L. R. B. and believing that federal violations v/ere 
occurring or were about to occur, affiant believed that the F. B. I. was 
the only federal agency remaining to which- this entire matter could then 
be referred; that affiant*s letter of April 10,- 1975, to Plaintiff Jordan 
had outlined several courses of action to be followed under various 
circumstances by Jordan and other truckers in order to have their grievances 
properly and lav/fully adjudicated; that affiant notified Plaintiff Jordan 
by letter of April 21, 1975, of the actions taken and of the contacts made 
with the N. L. R. B. and the F* B, I* in his effort "to be of all possible 
assistance in this matter"; that by reason of contacts made by affiant 8 s 
congressional office with the N. L* R. B«, counsel for the N« L*R* B* made 
several attempts to reach Plaintiff Jordan in order to advise him relative 
to the proper procedures to follow in filing his alleged grievance; and at 
no time has affiant or his congressional staff curtailed or attempted to 
curtail Plaintiff’s right to petition government; that contrary to said 
allegations, affiant has pursued and continues to pursue a course of'action 
designed to assist Jordan and others similarly situated by having prepared 
and introduced legislation, namely. House Resolution 6589, in the Congress 
of the United States to provide a penalty against an employer for using 
tactics allegedly used against Jordan and other truckers for the purpose of 
effecting a modification of an existing, contract; that said legislation is 
presently pending in the House Education and Labor Committee, that affiant 
has requested a hearing on the same, and that he intends to pursue it; and 
that affiant has stood ready to assist Plaintiff Jordan and the other truckers 
in finding a legal and proper resolution to the.ir problems* . 

Affiant further says as to the allegations contained in Paragraph 17, 
that all of the above parts of this affidavit totally and completely refute 
Plaintiff 8 s allegation that "utilization of the F. B* I« by Defendant Latta" 
was meant to harass Plaintiff because of Plaintiff’s exercise of his right - 
to petition government and the affiant specifically denies the same; and that 
the fact that Jordan, a total stranger to affiant, was suddenly shifting the 
blame for his considerable troubles from the Central Transport Company to his 

- i * 

Congressman because his office had not solved their trucking problems between 











• - 10 - 


Monday.and Friday, had told affiant he was "tired of getting the run-around"; 

had repeatedly demanded that affiant "do something", told affiant he knew 

what would happen when he faced the "guy" who was supposed to have mafia 

connections, had failed to acknowledge several admonitions by affiant to 

follow the law, had made repeated statements that he v/as now going to take 

care.of the matter himself and led aff.iant to believe he was going to take . 

the law into his own hands, had conversed with affiant on the evening of 

April 11, 1975, in an extremely emotional, accusatory, angry, and belligerent 

manner leading affiant to conclude that Jordan was desperate, instilled 

great fear in affiant'and was just and ample reason in itself to cause the 

entire matter to be brought to the attention of the F* B.’ I, and was not 

violative of any of Plaintiff Jordan 8 s rights* Affiant further says that 

% 

Jordan at no time has been denied the right to contact his Congressman by 
affiant* 

Further affiant saith not. 



Sworn to and subscribed in my presence by Delbert L. Latta this 
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Mr. Latta introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com- 
• ‘ 1 ' * ■ imttco on Education and Labor * ; >-i liotl 


A BILL 

To amend the National Labor Eolations Act to provide that it 
shall be an unfair practice for an employer to coerce, harass, 
or threaten an employee or independent contractor with re¬ 
spect to any contract between such employee or independent 
contractor and such emploj’er. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That section 8(a) of the National Labor Eolations Act is 

4 amended by striking* out the period at the end of clause (5) 

5 and inserting- in lieu thereof the following.clause: 

(6) to coerce, harass, or threaten an emplo} , ce or 

independent contractor who is or is not a member’ of 
a labor organization, with respect to any contract be¬ 
tween such employee or independent contractor and such 
I ' * 


9 







V 2 

1 employer for the purpose of effecting a modification of 

2 such contract.”. 

3 Sec. 2. The third sentence of section 10 (c) of such Act 

4 is amended by inserting immediately before the period tiic 

5 following: “Provided further, That where the Board deter- 

6 mines that an employer has violated section 8(a) (6), the 
f Board shall, in addition to any other affirmative action cffec- 

8 touting the policies of the Act, assess a penalty of up to $10,- 

9 000 for each and every violation of section 8 (a) (6) * ’ 
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04th CONGRESS IJI - IS npdrtft 
1st Session JHL 0589 


A BILL 


.To amend the National Labor Relations Act to 
provide that it shall be an unfair jn actico for 
an employer to coerce, harass, or threaten an 
employee or independent contractor with re¬ 
spect to any contract between such employee 
or independent contractor and such em¬ 
ployer. 


By Mr. Latta 


Mat 1,1075 

Referred to the Committee on Education and Labor 














April' 10, 1975 


Mr, William S. Jordan 
534 Degler 

Defiance, Ohio 43512 


Dear Bill: 


I have discussed your problems with Central Transport 
Incorporated at some length with the General Counsel's office at 
the National Labor Relations Board here in Washington, 

, Due to the complexity of the case, it was suggested that a 
formal charge against the company be-filed with the Regional Director 
of NLRB in Cleveland. This could bo accomplished either by phone or in 
person. The Director is Mr, Bernard Levine, 1240 E, 9th Street, Suite 
1695 Federal Office Building, Cleveland, Ohio 44199, telephone 614/522 3715, 
The matter would then be fully investigated and given a formal opinion, 

• I understand that in the case where the contract is a private one 

between an individual and the company, it would be necessary to take the 
matter to court. However, if it is a union contract, it would be a matter 
of collective bargaining. I am advised that a breach of contract in itself 
is not considered to be an unfair labor practice if the union is the exclusive 
bargaining agent and takes a course of action with the company. In other 
words, if there is collusion for discriminatory purposes under the National 
Labor Relations Act between union officials and the company, youcould then 
file a charge against the union for failing to represent you and the other 
truckers in fulfilling their obligation as your agent or representative. 

Should a. criminal act on the part of union officials be disclosed by the 
investigation, the Department of Labor would be the appropriate agency to 
pursue the same. In the case where you may be discriminated against because 
you sought assistance of the union and asserted your contract right under 
collective bargaining, this would be considered to bo an unfair labor practice 
subject to NLRB jurisdiction. 


With bast personal regards, I remain 

* 

• . Sincerely yours. 


**»Vf<*, . 


DELBERT L. LATTA 
Representative to Congress 
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April 21, 1975 • . 

Hr. William S. Jordan . . • 

Cecil • ‘ 

Ohio 45821 . ■ • .. . ' . 

Dear Mr. Jordan: , 

Further reference is made to my recent letter to you and our conver¬ 
sation concerning the problems encountered by you and other truckers in 
the Defiance area with a Detroit-based transport company. In our efforts 
to be of all possible assistance In this matter, our office contacted 
the National Labor Relations Board as well as the FBI relative to the 
possibility of violations of federal statutes. According to the informa¬ 
tion you provided, it appeared that serious violations had already been 
committed and if tactics outlined by you were pursued, other violations 
could occur. .... 

As Indicated In my conversations with you, the NLRB assured me 
that It would be glad to pursue the matter as soon as you could come 
to one of their offices — either in Cleveland or In Detroit — and file 
the necessary formal grievance charges with them. Several attempts were 
made to reach you by telephone but you apparently have moved from Defiance. 
Finally, the NLRB General Co unsels office in Washingt on was able to reach - 
the heme of another trucker J J and reiterated the 


f to you and others 


desire to render all possible - assistance to| 
in this matter. 

• X have #ust received a messa ge from Mr. Wilks of the General Counsels 
office of NLRB that he talked with ] l and she conveyed a message 

from her husband and from you that you "were taking care of the matter. 0 
Accordingly, I shall close our file on this matter and request that the 
agencies Involved do likewise unless I hear from jjou to the contrary. 

Please be assured that our office and the other federal agencies 
Involved, were more than glad to assist you and the other drivers in 
this matter. 




he 

hie 


he : 

hlC 


With best personal regards, I regain 

„ . * ' . \ . Sincerely yours. 
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DELBERT L. LATTA 
Representative to Congress 
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SEPTEMBER 4, 1975 


TO SAC/ CLEVELAND (62-2373) 


FROM DIRECTOR, FBI 


2 - Mr. Mintz 

1 -I-1 


V. DELBERT LATTA, ET AL., (U.S.D.C./ N.D. 


OHIO) CIVIL ACTION NO. C-75-166. 

REBUTELCALL TO CLEVELAND (SA l 
SEPTEMBER 3, 1975. 

BY REFERENCED TELEPHONE CALL Sa| 


TOLEDO RA), 


WAS ADVISED 


THAT ON SEPTEMBER 3, 1975, THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
ATTORNEY HANDLING CAPTIONED SUIT REQUESTED THE SA DEFENDANTS 
PREPARE SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVITS IN THIS MATTER ON AN EXPEDITE 


BASIS. THESE AFFIDAVITS SHOULD ADDRESS ANY ALLEGATIONS 


THE AFFIDAVITS OF THE 


_-_ | 

WHICH WERE NOT ANSWERED IN THE J 



AFFIDAVITS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED. SA 


IS IN POSSESSION 


OF COPIES OF THE RECENT MEMORANDUM AND AFFIDAVITS FILED BY^^ 

THE I I ^ «w« 


CLEVELAND SHOULD CAREFULLY REVIEW THE 


AFFIDAVITS TO IDENTIFY ANY ALLEGATIONS AGAINST THE SA 


Assoc. D»r.-- 

Dep. AD Adm. M 
Dep. AD Inv, 

Asst. Dir.; 

Admin. 

Comp. Syst, ^ 
Ext. Affairs T — — 
Files & Com. 

Gen. Inv, ._■_, 

fdent. ... 

Inspection __ 

Intell. . , , 
Laboratory . - - - 
Plan. & Eval. M 

Spec. Inv, - 

Training V 

Legal Coun. 
Telephone Ritt.wi 
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(See NOTE, Page 2.) 
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TELE TYPE TO SAC* CLEVEL AND 
BE: I I V. 

DELBERT LATTA, ET AL. 
CIVIL ACTION NO. C-75-166 


DEFENDANTS NOT COVERED IN THE PREVIOUS AFFIDAVITS, AND 
,£ijSPARE THE SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVITS. THE ORIGINAL 


ARIZED AFFIDAVITS AND FOUR COPIES OF EACH SHOULD BE 
"'""'7ARDED BY AIR MAIL SPECIAL DELIVERY TO FBI HEADQUARTERS, 
—MENTION: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION, TO REACH THE BUREAU 

ON OR BEFORE SEPTEMBER 8, 1975. 


FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN PREPARATION OF THESE AFFIDAVITS, 

AFFIDAVITS BY 


A PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF THE 


REVEALS THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPHS CONTAIN ADDITIONAL 
ANSWERED ALLEGATIONS: 


AFFIDAVIT, 


PAGE SIX, PARAGRAPH THIRTEEN, AND PAGE SEVEN, PARAGRAPH 
SIXTEEN? IN I 


AFFIDAVIT, PAGE THREE, 


PARAGRAPHS EIGHT AND NINE. 




in captioned 


NOTE: Affidavits recently* filed by the 
suit raise additional questions not answered in the original 
affidavits fur nished bv the SA defendants. Pursuant to 
the request of | \ Civil Division of the 

Department, on 9/3/75, this communication requests Cleveland 
to prepare and furnish supplemental affidavits, to be 
filed in support of the Government's Motion to Dismiss 
lor in the alternative for summary judgment. 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


Septersber S, 1975 


0 Director, FBI 

1 - 

2 - Mr. Mmtz 

__ 

1 -_1 
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DELBEKOtATIPA, et al* 
(U.S.D.C. , D*D* OHIO) 
CIVIL aCTIOI? HO. C75-166 


/ 


< 


By memorandum dated August 22, 1975, your 
refere nce Himader;d pb 145-11-171, you' furnished copies 


Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants* 


of the _____ 

Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternativ e for Summa ry 

and 
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Judgment * as trail as affidavits of tfee 


] You revested that these documents ne reviewssr 


to ascertain if any issues raised therein should be 
answered by the submission of supplemental affidavits 
by the Special Agent defendants. 

Af ter a review of the memor andum and affidav its 
filed by theP 


] Special Agent 


at 
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Assoc. 

Dep. AD Adm. M 
Dep. AD Iny,***, 
Asst, Dir,: 

Admin. i , 
Comp. Syst. 

Ext. Affairs 
Files & Com. 

Gen, Inv, 

Ident. 

Inspection 
Intel), 

Laboratory 
Plon. & Evol. M 
Spec. Inv, 

r> 

Training 

( 

Legal Coon, __ 

Telephone Rm.^i, . 
Director Sec'y 


of our Legal Counsel Division discussed tnxs matter with 
I | of your Division on August 29, 1975* 

At that time it was concluded that supplemental affidavi 
would not be necessary. However, on September 3, 1975, 

I ~~~| advised that after further reflection and 

reconsideration he felt it would be helpful to file 
supplemental affidavits.to answer any additional 
allegations r aised by th e affidavits recently filed on 
behalf qfvthe| | He requested these be furnished 

as erpeditiousxy as possible. Our Cleveland Office has 
been requested to'prepare and submit the se affidavits, 
and they will be furnished to| | immediately 

upon their receipt at FBI Headquarters. / @ 

~ V> .* Pr »* 



1 - Cleveland 


(62-2373) 



SEP 10 1975 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


I | also solicited any suggestions or 

comments from our Legal Coimsol Bivision on the legal 
issues Involved in tills patter., 

tk review of the Motion to Bicmiss or in the 
Alternative for Summary Judgment? filed on behalf of the 
defendants/ indicates that the doctrine of official 
immunity is the primary preliminary defense being rolled 
noon to shi eld th© Special Agent defendants* She 
| | EcnorandaB in opposition to the Government 1 's 

motion asserts that the Special Agents are not entitled 
to the protection of the official immunity defense as 
they tore acting beyond the outer perimeter of their 
scope of authority. 

As an erampl© of a case wherein law enforcement 
officers wore denied the defense of official immunity the 
plaintiff cites* inter alia* Bivens v. Sis; Un&notra named 
Agents of the Federal Bureau of s?arcotico * 4S6 P*^’T3W 
l2d Cir. 1972)* incorrectly cited in plaintiff’s memorandum 
(Pago 14) as a Stenth. Circuit case, She Bivens court did 
not find that the Federal narcotics officers were acting 
outside the scope of their authority? but instead adopted 
a broad definition of scop© of authority stating; M We 
believe that what is meant by the phrase ’within the 
outer perimeter of Can officer’s) lino of duty’ is that 
the officer must have been acting in Me role as a 
government officer. Haro the duties of these defendants 
include making arrests in cases involving narcotics. 

I'hey ware doing just that* 1 * Id . at 1343. Having found 
that the officers were acting within th© scope of their 
authority* th© court then held that the officers were 
not entitled to the protection of th© official immunity 
doctrine as they wore not performing duties which required 
th© exercise of discretion. She court went on to state# 

"We have concluded and now decide and hold that it is 
a principle of federal law that Agents of th© federal 
Bureau of narcotics* and other federal police officers 
such as Agents of the FBI performing similar functions* 
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.assistant attorney General 
Civil Division 


while in the act of pursuing alleged violators of the 
narcotics laws or other criminal statutes, have no 
immunity to protect them from damage suits charging 
violations of constitutional rights,. 0 Id, at 1341, 

Thus, it appears that the* Second Circuit intended to 
categorically deny the immunity defense to all Federal 
law enforcement officers, 

She Sixth Circuit in| |v, Perrigan , 450 
P„2d 81 (1072), adopted th© hoicxxng of tho slvens case 
on tho issue of official immunity* HcweverV" rather than 
denying tho existence of such an immunity the Court 
described it as, "a gualifiod one, in tho nature of an 
affirmative defense 51 and said this immunity was available 
only if the officer ac ted in crood faith with probable 
cause* Id, at S3, $ha|lease, not cited in the 
rmisorandum of either party to this suit, would appear 
significant as it involved a ruling on a notion to Dismiss 
in a suit wherein the defendant was a Special hgent of 
tills Bureau. It is suggested that tho| [case can bo 
distinguished from tho captioned suit as it involved 
an all egedly Impro per arrest. In tie captioned civil 
ac tionl , | was simply interviewed, in tho presence 

of| | £>y two Agents* Additionally, tho affidavits 

of the- defendant Special Agents and their supervisor 
clearly establish that they acted in good faith and with 
a reasonable belief in the lawfulness of their a ctions. 

It would appear, even under the rationale of the | 
case, that this affirmative defense has been property 
* assorted on behalf of tho defendant Special Agents and, 
therefore, the <s©verni 2 ent*s motion should be granted. 

It is also worth noting that although, as 
pointed out above, the Second Circuit in Bivens appeared 
to have categorically denied the official immunity defense 
to Federal 1 atx enforcement officers, in a 1073 decision 
that same Court upheld a grant of official immunity to 









Acgiofcanfc Attoruey Goaeral 
Civil ?>iv.isi©a 


Special Agents of ilia United States Secret; Service* 

GaleXla-v* Onaasls , 407 P*2& 286 (2d Cir* 1973)- la 
atteSptingr to distinguish its holding from an apparently 
contrary result in Bivens# the Court stated, "The issue 
ia each case is whether'the public interest la a particular 
official 1 s unfettered judgment outweighs the private 
rights that night he violated «** id* at 994* It would 
appear that in the captioned case the public interest 
in having the FBI initiate a limited inquiry to dotemino 
if the plaintiff was contemplating some violent and 
illegal act directed against the Congressman or others 
would outweigh the plaintiff’s right not to he contacted 
for a brief interview by this Bureau. 

IS by simply impugning the motives of the 
interviewing Agents a plaintiff can enlarge a ^routine 
investigative technique ouch as an interview into- a 
violation of his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights, 
and by this tactic also strip the Federal officer of the 
preliminary defense of official imsmnity, the potential 
for frivolous and vosiatlous suits appears unlimited* 


NOTE: This civil actio n n ames as defendan ts Special 


Agents 


and 


__ ] of the Cleveland 

Office and U.S. Congressman De lbert Latta of O hio, The 
SAs interviewed the plaintiff. 


after 


Congressman Latta cont acted our Cleveland Office expressing 
concern over I I intentions as a result of a heated 


conversation between the Congressman and 
claims it was the intention of the Congressman to use 
the FBI to deter him from exercising his First Amendment 
right to petition his government for redress of grievances. 
The plaintiff seeks injunctive relief to prevent the FBI 
from contacting him again as well as expungement of all 
FBI records relating to the incident. Additionally, 
he seeks compensatory damages in the amount of $15,000 and 
punitive damages in the amount of $100,000. The Department 
has filed a Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative for 
Summary Judgment which is pending before the Court. 
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 

ss: 

DISTRICT OF COLOMBIA 

The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says.* 

That she has been Legislative Aide to Congressman Delbert Latta of 
'Ohio's Fifth Congressional District since October 29, 1971; that on 
' the morning of April 7, 1975, he gave her certain papers which had 
been delivered to him by a William S. Jordan of Defiance, Ohio, out¬ 
lining some of the troubles the truckers in that area were having with ' 
the Central Transport Company of Detroit, Michigan; that Congressman 
Latta briefed her on the details involved in the case before giving 
her said papers and stated that since this company was operating across 
state lines, federal laws were probably involved, including the violation 
of NLRB regulations and that she should pursue the matter; that she then 
took over the case, assumed control of the papers, and left his office; 
that she then began to explore the possibility of a violation of NLRB 
regulations with Mr. Thomas Wilks, General Counsel for the Ohio Area 
at the National.Labor Relations Board, who advised that due to the 
complexity of trucker cases involving the owner-lessor lease agreement, 
he would suggest that Mr. Jordan and/or other truckers file a formal 
charge against the company with the Regional Director of NLRB in 
Cleveland, whereby the matter could be fully investigated and given a 
formal opinion; that he also mentioned several ramifications of the 
National Labor Relations Act which might bear on the problem; that she 
followed by preparing a letter for Congressman Latta's_ signature on 
April 10, 1975, addressed^to Mr. William Jordan, wherein the necessary 
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procedure was outlined for initiating action which could only be brought 
by complainant or complainants before the National Labor Relations Board; 
that after preparing this letter she called Mr. Wilks and read the letter 
to him; that he made some suggestions for inclusion in the letter and she 
incorporated the changes in the letter (a copy of which is attached); 
that she then placed the letter on the Congressman*s desk for his approval 
and signature on the afternoon of April 10, 1975; that she had no conversa¬ 
tion with Congressman Latta relative to this matter from the time he gave 
her the file on April 7 until she placed the letter on his desk on 
April 10; and that Congressman Latta was not aware that she was making 
the above contacts with Mr. Wilks or was in the process of preparing the 
letter until the same was placed on his desk for his approval and 
signature on April 10, 1975. 

Affiant further pursued this matter for the Congressman by making 
inquiries of the Legislative Counsel of the House of Representative and 
the Minority Staff of the Education and Labor Committee concerning the 
possibility of having legislation prepared seeking additional penalties 
in such matters for introduction in the Congress by Congressman Latta; 
that appropriate legislation was drafted and prepared for introduction 
in the House of Representatives by Congressman Latta; that Congressman 
Latta introduced such legislation on May 1, 1975, and it is presently 
pending before the Education and Labor Committee; that such legislation 
is known as HR 6589. 






Further, Affiant saith not . 






Violet C. Koerber 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this Day of 

September, 1975, at Washington, D. C. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan 

Plaintiff 

vs. 

Delbert Latta, Individually 
and in his official capacity 
as a United States Congressman; 

Individually and in 


his oiTicial capacity as an 
agent for the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation;| j 

Individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and United States of America. 


Case No. C 75-166 

SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF 
SPECIAL AGENT 


L AEO 
EAU75F 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Defendants 


STATE OF OHIO ) 

) SS: 

LUCAS COUNTY ) 

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

Affiant previously submitted an affidavit to this Court in 
response to allegations made by WILLIAM S. JORDAN in a complaint 
fiTed with'this Court. Mr. JORDAN has since filed a Memorandum 


in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss or in the Alterna¬ 
tive for Summary Judgment, filed August 11, 1975. In support of 
this Memorandum, affidavits were submitted by Mr. WILLIAM S. JORDAN 
and Mr. GARNER JORDAN. 

Affiant has read the above two affidavits and is responding 
by submitting this supplemental affidavit. 

1. In reference to plaintiff’s allegation contained in para¬ 
graph 13, page 6, of plaintiff’s affidavit, affiant denies that 
plaintiff Jordan was ever told that Congressman Latta had complained 
that plaintiff was putting undue pressure on him and that they had 
been sent to straighten him out; and further affiant denies telling 
Mr. Jordan that Congressman Latta stated he was afraid of his life 
because he did not know what Mr. Jordan was capable of doing. 

2. Affiant has reviewed paragraph 16, page 7, of'Mr. Jordan’s 
affidavit and denies making any of the statements contained in this 
paragraph; specifically, that there was no basis for the complaint; 
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that Congressman Latta had not investigated this matter in a thorough 
enough manner and that the complaint was trivial and they wished all 
investigations were so simple. 

3. Affiant notes that in Mr. Jordan’s affidavit, paragraph 17, 
page 7, Mr. Jordan alleges he was told twice by one- of the agents not 
to put anything in the papers which would be detrimental to Congress¬ 
man Latta 1 s political career. Affiant denies making or having heard 
any such statement made. 

4. Affiant has reviewed Mr. Jordan's affidavit, specifically 

paragraph 3, page 2, and paragraph 9, page 5'. Affiant states that 

* * 

during this interview on April 14, 1975 Mr. Jordan stated to affiant 
that he possibly may have been unduly forceful in his request of 
Congressman Latta and further stated that some of his statements and 
accusations may have been unfair to the Congressman; hov/ever, it was 
because of his, plaintiff Jordan's, need for immediate and appropriate 
action to his grievance. 

5. Affiant has also reviewed the affidavit of Mr. GARNER JORDAN 

and, referring to .paragraph 8, .page 3 of this affidavit, affiant notes 
that the allegations contained in this paragraph are identical to 
those contained in the affidavit of plaintiff WILLIAM JORDAN, para¬ 
graph 13, page 6. Affiant denies that the statements contained in 
these paragraphs were ever made. ‘ *’* . ' / " 

6. Affiant denies the .statements made in paragraph 9, page 3 of 
Mr. GARNER JORDAN'S affidavit. Affiant states that Mr. GARNER JORDAN 
and Mr. WILLIAM JORDAN were told by affiant in response to Mr. WILLIAM 
JORDAN'S inquiry as to whether he would have a record that this inci¬ 
dent would be made a matter of record, but that this did not mean he 
would have a criminal record with the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

7. Affiant states that in regard to paragraph 10, page 3, of 
Mr. GARNER JORDAN'S affidavit that the same allegations are contained 
in this paragraph as are contained in paragraph 17, page 7, of Mr. 
WILLIAM JORDAN'S affidavit. Affiant denies that any such statements 
were made regarding putting anything in the papers which would be 






'detrimental to Congressman Latta 1 s political career. 

8. Affiant states that at the conclusion of the interview on 
April 14, 1975 Mr. GARNER. JORDAN stated to him that his son possibly 

i 

was overwrought in his conversations with Congressman Latta, one of 
the reasons being that when he re-contacted Congressman Latta, Mr. 
Latta seemed not to recall who he was; further, that his son felt 
he was in a desperate financial position, that he was afraid he 
was going to lose everything including his truck and home, and he 
felt he was not getting adequate attention from Congressman Latta. 
Further affiant sayeth not. 


Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence this 4th day 
of September, 1975. 

Ludds County, Ohio 
My Commission Expires 8-23-79 


Cl> 


V7-7 


''foil?Jr 


Joary Gentner, Notary Public 








IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan, 

Plaintiff 


vs. : Civil No. C 75-166 

Delbert Latta, individually 

and in his official capacity : AFFIDAVIT OF 

as a United States Congressman; DELBERT L. LATTA 

et al. 


Defendants. 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

ss: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The undersigned being duly sworn deposes and says: 

1. THAT he has read the Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants' 

Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative for Summary Judgment as well 
as the Affidavits of Plaintiff William S. Jordan and his father. 

Garner Jordan,, and wishes to respond thereto. 

2. At 7:30 A.M. on the morning of April 12, 1975, affiant telephoned 
the Cleveland office of the F. B. I. and later that same morning talked 
with a John Brennan, a Special agent in the Toledo office of the F. B. I. 
to advise that agency of the troubling statements, accusations, and 
allegations made by William Jordan in a telephone conversation to 
affiant on the previous evening which caused affiant to become concerned 
for his own safety as well as the safety of others and to lay before 

the F. B. I. at that time all of the information he had acquired and 
actions taken in his capacity as a member of Congress in the preceding 
six days regarding the rapidly escalating problems arising out of a 
labor dispute in the Defiance, Ohio area. 

3. Affiant's concern for his own safety and the safety of others was 
caused by a telephone call by William Jordan to^affiant on the evening 
of April 11, 1975, in which he was highly emotional, accusatory, angry, 
belligerent, and sounded desperate; expressed an intense and overwhelming 
fear of losing his job, his truck, and his home; had suddenly directed 
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his anger at affiant as well as his employer by repeatedly blaming 
affiant for his many problems and irrationally charging him with 
failing to resolve them between Monday, April 7, and Friday, April 11, 
1975; his ignoring affiant's suggested course of action to utilize 
the lawful procedures of the N. L. R. B,; his repeated allegations 
of mafia imvolvement by one of the individuals with whom he would 
now have to deal and said person's use of strong-arm tactics; his 
statements that he was tired of getting the "run-around" and his 
threats that he was now going to get action as he v/as going to take 
care of the matter himself; his refusal to acknowledge affiant's 
several admonitions to follow the lav/; his statement that the company 
was not following the law and was getting by with it; and the fact 
that he had previously and freely volunteered information to affiant 
that he had been singled out by his employer as a troublemaker led 
affiant to believe that he had become desperate and was about to 
take the law into his own hands to .satisfy any grievances he thought 
he might have. 

4. • At no time during affiant's conversation with special 

agent John Brennan, or in his conversation with the Cleveland office 
of the F. B. I., nor at any other time did affiant file a complaint 
against William Jordan, nor did he request or suggest that the F. B. I. 
conduct an investigation, interview, or take any action whatsoever. 
Affiant's telephone conversation v/ith the F. B. I. went no further 
than to relay as objectively as possible the aforementioned allegations 
and statements which William Jordan had made to him, actions taken 
by affiant's Congressional office relative to same, William Jordan's 
statements that he v/as now going to get action and take care of the 
matter himself, affiant's repeated admonitions to William Jordan to 
follow the law, and a description of the irrational, emotional, and 
accusatory call of the previous night from William Jordan;*‘Affiant 
did not suggest that the F. B. I. take any action nor did affiant 









request or suggest that it conduct an investigation of William Jordan 
or personally interview him. 

5. THUS, Affiant did not suggest, request or otherwise influence 
the F. B. I. to conduct an interview with William Jordan nor did he 
have prior knowledge of the fact that an interview was to take place 
and did not learn that an interview had taken place until several days 
thereafter. Affiant had no knowledge of the identities of the agents 
assigned by the F. B. I. to conduct such an interview, the instructions 
they received from their superior, what was said during the interview 

or v/hat official actions, if any, were taken by the F. B. I. as a 
result thereof. 

6. Affiant's decision to relay to the F. B.'l. the aforementioned 
information was motivated by William Jordan's ignoring of affiant's 
advice to utilize the lawful procedure of the N. L. R. B. to resolve 

his Tabor troubles, his repeated allegations of mafia involvement by . 
one of the individuals with whom he would now have to deal and said 
person's reputation for the use of strong-arm tactics, his repeated 
threats that he was now going to get action and take care of the matter 
himself, his statement that his employer was using illegal tactics and 
getting by with it, his refusal to acknowledge affiant's several 
admonitions to him to follow the law, the fact that he had previously 
and freely volunteered the information to affiant that his employer 
had singled him out as a troublemaker and affiant's belief that in 
his highly emotional, irrational, accusatory and angry state of mind 
brought on by the prospect of his losing his job, his truck, and his 
home might cause him to take the law into his own hands and resort to 
violence if necessary to- satisfy any grievances he thought he might 
have against his employer or affiant. Affiant having taken the oath 
of office for a ninth term as a Congressman just three months earlier, ' 
thoughts of his re-election were not on his mind and his political 
career could hardly have been affected by any dissatisfaction voiced 
by the unknown Plaintiff with the services rendered him by affiant's 
Congressional office. 















XN Wk UNITED STATES DISTRICT WjRT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S. Jordan 


Plaintiff 


Delbert Latta, Individually : 
and in his official capacity 
as a United States Congressman; 

I Individually and in 
his official capacity as an, 
agent for the Federal Burea u of 
Investigation : l I 

Individually and in his official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and United States of America 


Case No. C 75-166 

SUPPLEMENTAL AFFII 
SPECIAL AGENT | 
FEDERAL BUREAU6F" 


5TIGATI0N 


Defendants 


STATE OF OHIO ) 

) SS: 

LUCAS COUNTY ) 

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

Affiant previously submitted an affidavit to this Court in 
response to allegations made by WILLIAM S. JORDAN in a complaint • 
filed with this Court. Mr. JORDAN has since filed a Memorandum 
in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss or in the Alterna¬ 
tive for Summary Judgment, filed August 11, 1975. In support of 
this Memorandum, affidavits were submitted by Mr. WILLIAM S. JORDAN 
and Mr. GARNER JORDAN. 

Affiant has read the above two affidavits and is responding 
by submitting this supplemental affidavit. 

.1. In reference to plaintiff' s allegation contained in para¬ 
graph 13, page 6, of plaintiff's affidavit, affiant denies that 
plaintiff Jordan was ever told that Congressman , ta had complained 
that plaintiff was putting undue pressure on him and that theynad 
been sent to straighten him' out; and further affiant denies telling 
Mr. Jordan that Congressman Latta stated he was afraid of his life 
because he did not know what Mr. Jordan was capable of doing. 

2. Affiant has reviewed paragraph 16, page 7, of Mr. Jordan's 
affidavit and denies making any of the statements contained in this 
paragraph; specifically, that there was no basis for the complaint; 
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that 'Congressman^iitta had not investigated ™iis matter in a thorough 
enough manner and that the complaint was trivial and they wished all 
investigations were so simple. 

3. Affiant notes that in Mr. Jordan's affidavit, paragraph 17, 
page 7, Mr. Jordan alleges he was told twice by one of the agents not 
to put anything in the papers v/hich would be detrimental to Congress¬ 
man Latta’s political career. Affiant denies making or having heard 
any such statement made. 

4. Affiant has reviewed Mr. Jordan’s affidavit, specifically 
paragraph 3, page 2, and paragraph 9, page 5. Affiant states that 
during this interview on April 14, 1975 Mr. Jordan stated to affiant 
that he possibly may have been unduly forceful in his request of 
Congressman Latta and further stated that some of his statements and 
accusations may have been unfair to the Congressman; however, it was 
because of his, plaintiff Jordan’s, need for immediate and appropriate 
action to his grievance. 

5. Affiant has also reviewed’the affidavit of Mr. GARNER JORDAN 
and,, referring to .paragraph 8, page 3 of this affidavit, affiant notes 
that the allegations contained in this paragraph are identical to 
those contained in the affidavit of plaintiff WILLIAM JORDAN, para¬ 
graph 13, page 6. Affiant denies that the statements.contained in 
these paragraphs 'were ever made. 

6. Affiant denies the statements made in paragraph 9, page 3 of 
Mr. GARNER. JORDAN’S affidavit. Affiant states that Mr. GARNER JORDAN 
and Mr. WILLIAM JORDAN we re told by affiant in response to Mr. WILLIAM 
JORDAN’S inquiry as to whether he would have a record that this inci¬ 
dent would be made a matter of record, but that this did not mean he 
would have a criminal record with the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

7. Affiant states that in regard to paragraph 10, page 3, of 

’ Mr. GARNER JORDAN’S affidavit that the same allegations are contained 
in this paragraph as are contained in paragraph 17, page 7, of Mr. 
WILLIAM JORDAN'S affidavit. Affiant denies that any such statements 
were made regarding putting anything in the papers which would be 
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'detrimental to Congressman Latta’s political career. 
Further affiant sayeth not. 


| /Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence this 4th day 
of September, 1975. 


Joan G^ntner, Notary Public 
Lucas County, Ohio 
My Commission Expires 8-23-79 
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TO 


FROM 


DIRECTOR, FBI 
ATTN: SA 


if 


date: 10/30/75 


OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 
SAC, CLEVELAND (62-2373) (P) 


SUBJECT q 


vs . DELBERT LATTA: 
SA 
SA 


b6 

b7C 


USA; 

DOCKET #C 75-166 
CIVIL SUIT 
00: CLEVELAND 


i/75 . 


Re Cleveland teletype to Bureau, 5/20 

Enclosed for the Bureau are three copies each of 
a Supplemental Memorandum in Support of Defendants* Motion 
to Dismiss and a Supplement to Motion to Dismiss.•.Filed ' 
with the USDC, Toleyao/b^ the USDJ, Washington, D.C. 

Also enclosed are three/copies of a memorandum and order of 
USDCJ DON J. YOUNG/, US DC, Toledo, denying defendants’ 
motion for a protegj^e order, filed with the Court on 
9/22/75. 
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TO 


subject: 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 



DIRECTOR, FBI 
ATTENTION: SA 

OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 
AC, CLEVELAND (62-2373) (C) 

; - * 

vs.. 


date: 4/2/76 


DE LBERT LATTA: . 
SA. 

SA 


b6 

b7C 


USA ; 

DOCKET NO. C 75 -I 66 
CIVIL SUIT 
00: Cleveland 


■A 


Re Cleveland letter to Bureau, 10/30/75* 

Enclosed for the Bureau are three copies each of 
Judgement and Opinion & Order, filed with the United States 
District Court by Honorable DON J. YOUNG, United States 
District Judge, on March 26, 1976. Judge YOUNG ordered that 
defendants motion to dismiss be granted or in the alternati; 
summary judgemenKgraj^tfed. Complaint dismissed'with prejud^i 
as to all defen^an^^f Cleveland Division considering this 
matter closed. 
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3Smte& §>iai$% Bfsinci (Emxvi 

FOR THE 

NO RTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION 

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. C75-166 


William S. Jordan 


vs. 


Delbert Latta, etc., et al. 


JUDGMENT 


This action came on for (hearing) before the Court, Honorable DON J. YOUNG 
- - - - , United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly 

(heard) and a decision having been duly rendered, 

It is Ordered and Adjudged that motion of all defendants to dismiss the 
complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment is hereby granted 

1 * * ^ ^ 
ai>d,it is>’;' • ? i ~ J? f 

Further ORDERED that the complaint should be and hereby is dismissed 
with prejudice as to all defendants. 
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Dated at Toledo, Ohio 
of March , 19 76 • 




w * v 

. A true ’c opy , . * - \ > 

•// *'•'.* * . 

• * /' 

Attes rf • *P 


shot* Clerk 

» > jv * 

Sscjirioe h, Eeibing 


»» * 


By- 


' peputy Clerk 


’ this ’ 26th 

\ : \ s i i ) . 

\ v / 
y\'M 

'7^> >' • ' 

Mar)c Schl'ache- 


V N 


L 

\ i ( Cle’rk of .Court. 
BeatricepL*. Re'ihinc 


Deputy ^ V 


day 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


FILED 


vs. 


Delbert Latta, etc. 


Plaintiff, 

, et al.. 
Defendants. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
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CLERK 
U.S. DISTRICT COUBl 
Civil No. C 7foM6iSRH DISTRICT 
TOLEDO. OHIO 

OPINION AND ORDER 


YOUNG, J: 

This cause came to be heard upon motion of defendants to dismiss 
the' complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted 
or, in the alternative, for summary judgment. See Rules 12(b)(6) and 
56, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Technically, since this motion is supported ,3 hy.'.matters/.outside 

* ) 

the pleadings,:'including various affidavits, the Court is required to 
treat it as a motion for summary judgment. There are, however, numerous j 
genuine issues as to material facts,'.‘thus precluding the possibility of • j 
of summary disposition. Unfortunately, the motion is not that simple. .j 

The’defenses of congressional, official and-sovereign immunity are raised 
by the defendants and thus the‘key question to be decided at this time is 
whether the suit may be brought’at all. 

Plaintiff has sued the Honorable Delbert Latta, a member of the 
United States House of Representatives, two special agents of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation ,and 'the'United States of America. 

Jurisdiction is predicated upon 28 U.S.C. §§1331, 1343, and 1361, and 
plaintiff seeks relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §2201, Rule 65 Fed. R. Civ. 

P., and the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Con¬ 
stitution. Plaintiff believes that the defendants have interfered with 
and violated his constitutionally protected right of freedom of the 
speech and his right to petition the government for a redress of grievances. 

It is clear with respect to congressional immunity that if the 
doctrine applies, legislators are protected not only from the conse¬ 
quences of litigation but also from the burden of going through the process 
of defending themselves.*' Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s Fund, 

95 S.Ct. 1813 (1975) citing Dorobrowski'v. Eastland , 387 U.S.'at 85 (1967). 

The Court, then, if it were to hold the doctrine applicable to the 
present-case vrould have to dismiss as to the defendant Latta. 

Article I, Section 6, Clause '1 of the United' States Constitution 

states: 

The Senators and Representatives shall receive a Compensa¬ 
tion for their Services, to be ascertained by Law, and 
paid out of the treasury of the United States. They shall 
in all Cases, except Treason, Felony and Breach of the 
Peace, be privileged from Arrest during their Attendance 
at the Session of their Respective Houses, and in going to 
and from the same; and for any Speech or Debate in either 
House, they shall not be questioned in any other Place. 
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As can be seen from a literal reading of the clause,, it does 
not provide that a congressman may not be sued. Rather it has been 
construed to mean that senators and representatives may not be questioned 
in any other place, including the judicial forum, concerning activities 
which fall within the sphere of legislative activities. Eastland , supra 
at 1820 and the cases cited therein. The clause has always been given 
a very broad interpretation so that congressmen could perform their 
legislative function independently. United States v. Brewster , 408 U.S. 

501 (1971); United States v. Johnson , 383 U.S. 169 (1966). 

In determining whether particular activities other than 
literal speech and debate fall within .the "legitimate 
legislative sphere," we look to see whether the.activities 
are done in a Session of the House bjr one of its members in 
relation to "the-business before it. ' Eastland , supra at 1821 
citing Kilbourh'vi Thompson , 103 U.S. at 204 (1881). j 

Legislative acts are not all-encompassing. The j 

heart of the Clause is speech and debate in either . j 

House. Insofar as the Clause'is construed to reach j 

other.matters, they must be an integral part of the * j 

deliberative and communicative process by which members . j 

participate in the committee and House proceedings with • . 

respect to the' consideration and passage or rejection of 
proposed legislation or with respect to other matters 
which the Constitution places- within the jurisdiction 
of either'House. 1 " Gravel v.‘ 'United States , 408 U.S. 606, 

625 (1971). 

The’ fact that certain acts are performed in an official capacity 
as senator or representative is not sufficient to make such acts legislative 
in nature. Id. The*privilege has been extended to matters beyond pure • 
speech.and debate but "only when necessary to prevent the indirect impair¬ 
ment of such deliberations." Id . citing United States v. Doe , 455 F.2d 
at 760 (1st Cir. 1972). ... .. 

This Court is of the opinion that the activities involved in 
this- case fall within the legitimate legislative sphere of defendant 
Latt's duties as a congressman. He is, therefore, cloaked with congressional 
immunity and may not be questioned in this Court concerning said activities. 
Eastland ,' supra at 1820. Plaintiff came to defendant Latta seeking help 
with an employment problem. The congressman said he would try to help and 
accepted plaintiff’s papers and documents. He turned said papers over to 
his staff for possible action. The staff examined the documents and con¬ 
sulted with the Assistant General Counsel for the Ohio area of the.National 
Labor Relations Board and recommended that a formal charge be filed with 
the NLRB. A letter to this effect was apparently sent to plaintiff from 
defendant Latta’s office. Before it was received, however, plaintiff 
again contacted the defendant by telephone. Mr. Jordan was upset that 
the matter had not been handled more promptly. .Defendant Latta, in his 
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affidavit (attached to motion filed July 3, 1975, p. 4-5) states that 
plaintiff told him that he would "get action alright, he was now going 
to take care of matters his way .... He said he was tired to getting . 
the run around and was now going to take care of the matter himself 
and besides he was not going to vote for me." While plaintiff did not 
threaten the life of defendant Latta, he, according to Mr. Latta, did 
put the fear of God into him. (affidavit p. 5). The next day Mr. Latta 
contacted the F.B.I. 

It is clear that Mr. Latta's contact with the F.B.I. was not 

the result of a fear of adverse publicity or of losing votes. See 

affidavit of William Jordan filed August 11, 1975, p.4; affidavit of 

Latta, p.5. Rather, it was the fear that plaintiff was going to take 

matters into his own hands. At page 5 of his affidavit, Mr. William 

Jordan does not deny that he had threatened to take matters into his 

own hands, stating only that he had not threatened to do it through 

violent means.'. This is corroborated b.v the affidavit of the plaintiff’s 

father. Garner*Jordan, who states: 

. ... nor did Williams S. Jordan at any time-threaten 
to take matters into his own hands using physical 
violence against anyone. Affidavit of Garner Jordan 
filed Aug. 11, 1975, p.2. 4 

It does not make any difference that plaintiff did not explicitly 
state that he would use force or violence to achieve his goals. Implicit, 
in the statement that he would.take care of matters his way is the likeli¬ 
hood that force or violence would be resorted to if necessary. Once the 
defendant Latta determined that plaintiff would resort«to’self-help, 
he had the right, if not the duty, as a federal officer, to contact the 
F.B.I. No sinister .motives can be implied from such conduct. . > •* • 

This Court has no sympathy for people who take the law into 
their own hands. If such activity were to be condoned, there would be no 
necessity for congressmen or legislatures; for judges or courts. This 
Court is not willing to let the judicial branch of our government be used 
as a tool to justify and approve the deliberate circumvention of the 
legislative branch by resort to self-help. Mr. Latta was performing the 
legitimate legislative function of listening to and attempting to solve 
the problems of his constituency. He appears to have performed.said 
function in an honest and sincere manner. In .order to insure that he 
continues to perform said function independently, he must be protected 
from lawsuits of this nature. See United States v. Brewster , supra; 
Eastland v. United States ;‘ supra . 

With regard to the F.B.I. agents who are defendants in this case, 
this Court finds that they were merely serving the defendant Latta in his 
legislative function and thus they are entitled to gain constitutional 
protection under Article 1, §6, Cl. 1. Doe v. McMillan , 412 U.S. 306 
(1972). Furthermore, since the United States has not consented to be 
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sued in this case, it must be dismissed as a defendant. Any reliance . 
on 28 U.S.C. §1346 is misplaced if for no other reason than that the 
amount in controversy exceeds $10,000.00. Plaintiff is suing for 
$15,000.00 in compensatory damages and $100,000.00 in punitive damages. 
The entire complaint against all defendants mil therefore be dis¬ 
missed. 

For the reasons stated herein, good cause therefor 
appearing, it is 

ORDERED that the motion of all defendants to dismiss 
the complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment, should be, 
and it hereby is, granted, and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the complaint should be, and it hereby 
dismissed with prejudice as to all defendants. 


IT IS SO ORDERED. , 


X M 


O ' 

United States'District Judge 


A true copy; , 


v 


Attest: chilechbt!. Clerk 


By_ 


heairioe L„ Roi'ixing 
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.lUn«MgNT ON DECISION BY TUB COURT 




Bm£e& §>iai$z Mzitht (Hmxvi 

FOR THE 

NO RTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION 

CIVIL ACTION FILE No. C75-166 


William S. Jordan 


vs. 


Delbert Latta, etc., et al. 


JUDGMENT 


This action came on for ffTSK (hearing) before the Court, Honorable DON J. YOUNG 

- United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly 

(heard) and a decision having been duly rendered, • • 

It is Ordered and Adjudged that motion of all defendants to dismiss the 
complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment is hereby granted, 

and it is, - ' 

Further ORDERED that the complaint should be and hereby is dismissed 
with prejudice as to all defendants. 


Dated at Toledo, Ohio 
of March , 19 76 • 
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A true copy , . 
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Attest: Clark 

v \ i \ . * > * 

Se&triaa L, Rsihing 
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» this ' 26th 
'•! / 


day 


. "> A* < 

Mar/: SchTache 


; 


! > f Clerk of v Court. 


,.f « 


S Y )tf> 

Beatrice^!/. Rdihin 

Daputy c(&k ((||( , (V . 







IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


FILED 


$> 


^TS^liam S. Jordan, 


Plaintiff, 


vs. 


Delbert Latta, etc., et al.. 

Defendants. 


A f 

/k 

nAn uu 




O DO i' 


CLERK 

„. M „ U.S. DISTRICT COURT 
Civil No. C 7S^6j£RS DISTRICT 
TOLEDO. OHIO 

OPINION AND ORDER 


YOUNG, J: 

This cause came to be heard upon motion of defendants to dismiss 
the* complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted 
or, in the alternative, for summary judgment. See Rules 12(b)(6) and 
56, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.. 

Technically, since this motion is supporte'd^by.'.matters/.outside 
the pleadings,:'including various affidavits, the Court is required to 
treat it as a motion for summary judgment. There are, however, numerous 
genuine issues as to material'facts,'thus precluding the possibility of . ! 
of summary disposition. Unfortunately, the motion is not that simple. J 

The defenses of congressional, official and-sovereign immunity are raised 
by the defendants and thus the'key question to be decided at this time is 
whether the suit may be brought’at all. * ... 

Plaintiff has sued the Honorable Delbert Latta, a member of the 
United States House of Representatives, two special agents of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation^and ’the United States of America. 

Jurisdiction is predicated upon 28 U.S.C. §§1331, 1343, and 1361, and 
plaintiff seeks relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §2201, Rule 65 Fed. R. Civ. 

P., and the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Con¬ 
stitution. Plaintiff believes that the defendants have interfered with 
and violated his constitutionally protected right of freedom of the 
speech and his right to petition the government for a redress of grievances. 

It is clear with respect to congressional immunity that if the 
doctrine applies, legislators are protected not only from the conse¬ 
quences of litigation but also from the burden of going through the process 
of defending themselves.*' Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s Fund, 

95 S.Ct. 1813 (1975) citing' Dombrowski v. Eastland . 387 U.S. at 85 (1967). 

The Court, then, if it were to hold the doctrine applicable to the 
present- case would have to dismiss as to the defendant Latta. 

Article I, Section 6, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution 

states: 

The Senators and Representatives shall receive a Compensa¬ 
tion for their Services, to be ascertained by Law, and 
paid out of the treasury of the United States. They shall 
in all Cases, except Treason, Felony and Breach of the 
Peace, be privileged from Arrest during their Attendance 
at the Session of their Respective Houses, and in going to 
and from the same; and for any Speech or Debate in either 
House, they shall not be questioned in any other Place. 
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As can be seen from a literal reading of the clause,, it does 
not provide that a congressman may not be sued. Rather it has been 
construed to mean that senators and representatives may not be questioned 
in any other place,, including the judicial forum, concerning activities 
which fall within the sphere of legislative activities. Eastland, supra 
at 1820 and the cases cited therein. The clause has always been given 
a very broad interpretation so that congressmen could perform their 
legislative function independently. United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 

501 (1971); United States v. Johnson . 383 U.S. 169 (1966). 

In determining whether particular activities other than 
literal speech and debate fall within the "legitimate 
legislative sphere," we look to see whether the.activities 
are done in a Session of the House by one of its members in 
relation to the-business before it. Eastland , supra at 1821 

citing Kilbourn'v.' Thompson , 103 U.S. at 204 (1881). 

Legislative acts are not all-encompassing. The 
heart of the' Clause is speech and debate in either . j 

House. Insofar as the Clause'is construed to reach i 

other’matters, they must be an integral part of the * * j 

deliberative and communicative process by which members' ' i 

participate in the committee and House proceedings with • . 

respect to the' consideration and passage or rejection of 
proposed legislation or with respect to other matters 
which the Constitution places within the jurisdiction 
of either'House." ' Gravel v l United States , 408 U.S. 606, 

625 (1971). 

The' fact that certain acts are performed in an official capacity 
as senator or representative is not sufficient to make such acts legislative 
in nature.' ' Id . The" privilege has been extended to matters beyond pure 

*» ‘ ‘v , 

speech.and debate but "only when necessary to prevent the indirect impair¬ 
ment of such deliberations." Id . citing United States v. Doe, 455 F.2d 
at 760 (1st Cir. 1972). , . 

This Court is of the opinion that the activities involved in 
this-‘case fall within the legitimate legislative sphere of defendant 
Latt’s duties' as a congressman. He is, therefore, cloaked with congressional 
immunity and may not be questioned in this Court concerning said activities. 
Eastland ,' supra at 1820. Plaintiff came to defendant Latta seeking help 
with an employment problem. The congressman said he x^ould try to help and 
accepted plaintiff's papers and documents. He turned said papers over to 
his staff for possible action. The staff examined the documents aind con¬ 
sulted with the Assistant General Counsel for the Ohio area of the.National 
Labor Relations Board and recommended that a formal charge be filed with 
the NLRB. A letter to this effect was apparently sent to plaintiff from 
defendant Latta*s office. Before it was received, however, plaintiff 
again contacted the defendant by telephone. Mr. Jordan was upset that 
the matter had not been handled more promptly. Defendant Latta, in his 
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affidavit (attached to motion filed July 3, 1975, p. 4-5) states that 
plaintiff told him that he would "get action alright, he was now going 
to take care of matters his way .... He said he was tired to getting 
the run around and was now going to take care of the matter himself 
and besides he was not going to vote for me." While plaintiff did not 
threaten the life of defendant Latta, he, according to Mr. Latta, did 
put the fear of God into him. (affidavit p. 5). The next day Mr. Latta 
contacted the F.B.I. 

It is clear that Mr. Latta's contact with the F.B.I. was not 

the result of a fear of adverse publicity or of losing votes. See 

affidavit of William Jordan filed August 11, 1975, p.4; affidavit of 

Latta, p.5. Rather, it was the fear that plaintiff was going to take 

matters into his own hands. At page 5 of his affidavit, Mr. William 

Jordan does not deny that he had threatened to take matters into his 

own hands, stating only that he had not threatened to do it through 

violent means.- This is corroborated b.v the affidavit of the plaintiff's 

father. Garner'Jordan, who states: 

. ... nor did Williams S. Jordan at any time-threaten 
to take matters into his own hands using physical 
violence against anyone. Affidavit of Garner Jordan 
filed Aug. 11, 1975, p.2. 4 

It does not make any difference that plaintiff did not explicitly 
state that he would use force or violence to achieve his goals. Implicit- 
in the statement that he would, take care of matters his way is the likeli¬ 
hood that force or violence would be resorted to if necessary. Once the 
defendant Latta determined that plaintiff would resort -to self-help, 
he had the right, if not the duty, as a federal officer, to contact the 
F.B.I. No sinister motives can be implied from such conduct. , . . . 

This Court has no sympathy for people who take the law into 
their own hands. If such activity were to be condoned, there would be no 
necessity for congressmen or legislatures; for judges or courts. This 
Court is not willing to let the judicial branch of our government be used 
as a tool to justify and approve the deliberate circumvention of the 
legislative branch by resort to self-help. Mr. Latta was performing the 
legitimate legislative function of listening to and attempting to solve 
the problems of his constituency. He appears to have performed said 
function in an honest and sincere manner. In .order to insure that he 
continues to perform said function independently, he must be protected 
from lawsuits of this nature. See United States v. Brewster , supra; 
Eastland v. United “States ^' supra . 

With regard to the F.B.I. agents who are defendants in this case, 
this Court finds that they were merely serving the defendant Latta in his 
legislative function and thus they are entitled to gain constitutional 
protection under Article I, §6, Cl. 1. Doe v. McMillan , 412 U.S. 306 
(1972). Furthermore, since the United States has not consented to be 
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sued in this case, it must be dismissed as a defendant. Any reliance 
on 28 U.S.C. §1346 is misplaced if for no other reason than that the 
amount in controversy exceeds $10,000.00. Plaintiff is suing for 
$15,000.00 in compensatory damages and $100,000.00 in punitive damages. 
The entire complaint against all defendants will therefore be dis¬ 
missed. 

For the reasons stated herein, good cause therefor 
appearing, it is 

ORDERED that the motion of all defendants to dismiss 
the complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment, should be, 
and it hereby is, granted, and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the complaint should be," and it hereby 
dismissed with prejudice as to all defendants. 


XT IS SO ORDERED. . 


U^V 


United States '•District Judge 


A true copy , . ,r 

. / V .. >,* j 


Attest: ?.'a; 1 A>5s fcleoh© t!» Clerk 

\ ^ itv ; / ) . 

Seairio’e L, Roi’hiag 

\ \ * • ' A, _ 


By. 


ADeouty Clerk 

'o , u w- • 
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3 Sm£e£t M’iates Bisirict SEmirf 


FOR THE 


NO RTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO / WESTERN DIVISION 

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. C75-166 


William S. Jordan 


Dalbart Latta, etc*, et al. 


JUDGMENT 


This action came on for (hearing) before the Court, Honorable DON J. YOUNG 

United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly 

(heard) and a decision having been duly rendered, 

It is Ordered and Adjudged that motion of all defendants to dismiss the 
complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment is hereby granted 

and it is, • 

Further ORDERED that the complaint should be and hereby ,is dismissed 
with prejudice as to all defendants. 
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Dated at Toledo, Ohio 


of March 


, 19 76 • 


A true copy , . 


• i ! ( ? 

Attest: llar'A'^aklffchGt., Clark | 

> \ } \ ' > 9 \ 

Ueatrloa h. Rething ( 

By—------ 

Deputy Clerk If. 

i 


> th5s * 26th 

\ ‘‘ > : i , 


/ V-'vUI 

: s 9 / v ^ * 

* '/'> .u ' 


Mar^: Schlachet 

—-.y. t.....• 

’ » | Clerk of .Court ’ 

. • / 

Beatrice!/. Re'ihinq/'> 
Deputy Cl^rk 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 
'WESTERN DIVISION 


FILED 


Has 2 S 3 55 rtf 7 


Plaintiff, 


Delbert Latta, etc., et al.. 


Defendants. 


CLERK 

„ U.S. DISTRICT COURT 
civil no. c 7g^6j£Rs Disrme 
TOLEDO. OHIO 

OPINION AND ORDER 


YOUNG, J: 


This cause came to be heard upon motion of defendants to dismiss 
the" complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted 
or, in the alternative, for summary judgment. See Rules 12(b)(6) and 
56, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Technically, since this motion is supported ■-by. '.matters .’.outside 

* i 

the pleadings,:'including various affidavits, the Court is required to 
treat it as a motion for summary judgment. There are, however, numerous 
genuine issues as to material facts, '.thus precluding the possibility of 
of summary disposition. Unfortunately, the motion is not that simple. 

The defenses of congressional, official and-sovereign immunity are raised 
by the defendants and thus the"key question to be decided at this time is 
whether the'suit may be brought"at all. * ... 

Plaintiff has sued the Honorable Delbert Latta, a member of the 
United States House of Representatives, two special agents of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation^nd 'the United States of America. 
Jurisdiction is predicated upon 28 U.S.C. §§1331, 1343, and 1361, and 
plaintiff seeks relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §2201, Rule 65 Fed. R. Civ. 

P., and the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Con¬ 
stitution. Plaintiff believes that the defendants have interfered with 
and violated his constitutionally protected right of freedom of the 
speech and his right to petition the government for a redress of grievances. 

It is clear with respect to congressional immunity that if the 
doctrine applies, legislators are protected not only from the conse¬ 
quences of litigation but also from the burden of going through the process 
of defending themselves.'' Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s Fund , 

95 S.Ct. 1813 (1975) citing Dombrowski‘v. Eastland . 387 U.S.'at 85 ‘(1967). ’ 
The Court, then, if it were to hold the doctrine applicable to the 
present case would have to dismiss as to the defendant Latta. 

Article I, Section 6, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution 

states: 

The Senators and Representatives shall receive a Compensa¬ 
tion for their Services, to be ascertained by Law, and 
paid out of the treasury of the United States. They shall 
in all Cases, except Treason, Felony and Breach of the 
Peace, be privileged from Arrest during their Attendance 
at the Session of their Respective Houses, and in going to 
and from the same; and for any Speech or Debate in either 
House, they shall not be questioned in any other Place. 


P.Q34.C 
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• As can be seen from a literal reading of the clause,, it does 
not provide that a congressman may not be sued. Rather it has been 
construed to mean that senators and representatives may not be questioned 
in any other place, including the judicial forum, concerning activities 
which fall within the sphere of legislative activities. Eastland , supra 
at 1820 and the cases cited therein. The clause has always been given 
a very broad interpretation so that congressmen .could perform their 
legislative function independently. United States v. Brewster , 408 U.S. 
501 (1971); United States v. Johnson . 383 U.S. 169 (1966). 


In determining whether particular activities other than 
literal speech and debate fall within .the "legitimate 
legislative sphere," we look to see whether the.activities 
are done in a Session of the House by one of its members in 
relation to the-business before it. Eastland , supra at 1821 

citing Kilbourn'v. Thompson , 103 U.S. at 204 (1881). 


Legislative acts are not all-encompassing. The l 
heart of the' Clause is speech and debate in either . ! 
House. Insofar as the Clause'is construed to reach ; 
other.matters, they must be an integral part of the ' j 
deliberative and communicative process by which members ' ! 


participate in the committee and House proceedings with • . *• 

respect to the' consideration and passage or rejection of 
proposed legislation or with'respect to other matters 
which the Constitution places-within the jurisdiction 
of either' House. *‘ ' Gravel vi United'States , 408 U.S. 606, 

625 (1971). 

The' fact that certain acts are performed in an official capacity 
as senator or representative is not sufficient to make such acts legislative 


in nature.' 'Id. The'privilege has been extended to matters beyond pure 
-speech-and debate but "only when necessary to prevent the indirect impair¬ 
ment of such deliberations."' Id . citing United States v. Doe, 455 F.2d 
at 760 (1st Cir. 1972). 

This Court is of the opinioiujthat the activities involved in 


this case fall within the legitimate legislative sphere of defendant..''' 

Latt's duties as a congressman. He is, therefore, cloaked with congressional 


immunity and may not be questioned in this Court concerning said activities. 
‘ ' Eastland ; supra at 1820. Plaintiff came to defendant Latta seeking help 

with an employment problem. The congressman said he would try to help and 

% 

accepted plaintiff’s papers and documents. He turned said papers over to 
his staff for possible action. The staff examined the documents and con¬ 
sulted with the Assistant General Counsel for the Ohio area of the,National 
Labor Relations Board and recommended that a formal charge be filed with 
the NLRB, A letter to this effect was apparently sent to plaintiff from 
defendant Latta's office. Before it was received, however, plaintiff 
again contacted the defendant by telephone. Mr. Jordan was upset that 
the matter had not been handled more promptly. Defendant Latta, in his 
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affidavit (attached to motion filed July 3, 1975, p. 4-5) states that 
plaintiff told him that he would "get action alright, he was now going 
to take care of matters his way .... He said he was tired to getting 
the run around and was now going to take care of the matter himself 
and besides he was not going to vote for me." While plaintiff did not 
threaten the life of defendant Latta, he, according to Mr. Latta, did 
put the fear of God into him. (affidavit p. 5). The next day Mr. Latta 
contacted the F.B.I. 

It is clear that Mr. Latta's contact with the F.B.I. was not 

the result of a fear of adverse publicity or of losing votes. See 

affidavit of William Jordan filed August 11, 1975, p.4; affidavit of 

Latta, p.5. Rather, it was the fear that plaintiff was going to take 

matters into his own hands. At page 5 of his affidavit, Mr. William 

Jordan does not deny that he had threatened to take matters into his 

own hands, stating only that he had not threatened to do it through 

violent means.* This is corroborated b.v the affidavit of the plaintiff's 

father. Garner'Jordan, who states: 

. ... nor did Williams S. 'Jordan at any- time* threaten 
to take matters into his own hands using physical 
violence against anyone. Affidavit of Garner Jordan 
filed Aug. 11, 1975, p.2. ’ k 

It does not make any difference that plaintiff did not explicitly 
state that he would use force or violence to achieve his goals. Implicit- 
in the statement that he would, take care of matters his way is the likeli¬ 
hood that force or violence would be resorted to if necessary. Once the 
defendant Latta determined that plaintiff would resort -to’self-help, 
he had the right, if not the duty, as a federal officer, to contact the 
F.B.I. No sinister ;motive.s can be implied from such conduct. . , . . 

This Court has no sympathy for people who take the law into 
their own hands. If such activity were to be condoned, there would be no 
necessity for congressmen or legislatures; for judges or courts. This 
Court is not willing to let the judicial branch of our government be used 
as a tool to justify and approve the deliberate circumvention of the 
legislative branch by resort to self-help. Mr. Latta was performing the 
legitimate legislative function of listening to and attempting to solve 
the problems of his constituency. He appears to have performed said 
function in an honest and sincere manner. In order to insure that he 
continues to perform said function independently, he must be protected 
from lawsuits of this nature. See United States v. Brewster , supra ; 
Eastland'v. United States ^‘ supra . 

With regard to the F.B.I. agents who are defendants in this case, 
this Court finds that they were merely serving the defendant Latta in his 
legislative function and thus they are entitled to gain constitutional 
protection under Article I, §6, Cl. 1. Doe v. McMillan . 412 U.S. 306 
(1972). Furthermore, since the United States has not consented to be 
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sued in this case, it must be dismissed as a defendant. Any reliance 
on 28 U.S.C. §1346 is misplaced if for no other reason than that the 
amount in controversy exceeds $10,000.00. Plaintiff is suing for 
$15,000.00 in compensatory damages and $100,000.00 in punitive damages 
The entire complaint against all defendants will therefore be dis¬ 
missed. 

For the reasons stated herein, good cause therefor 
appearing, it is 

ORDERED that the motion of all defendants to dismiss 
the complaint or, in the alternative, for summary judgment, should be, 
and it hereby is, granted, and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the complaint should be, and it hereby 
dismissed with prejudice as to all .defendants. 


IT IS SO ORDERED. . * 

_ A J-z X M yj-, - 

United States district Judge 


// 


/ 


A true copy , . 


> ! * / i .* \ t * * * 

Attest: ?JClerk 
% /V 1 ' . > 


Saairio'e L„ Roi’hiss 

' ' * * /f 


By_ 


» • vH- 

//^Deputy Clei'X 
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TO: DIRECTOR, FBI 

.FROM: SAC, CLEVELAND (62-2373) (P) 
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Congressman, 5th District of Ohio, 
Bowling Green, Ohio 

MISCELLANEOUS - INFORMATION CONCERNING 


Re Cleveland nitels to Bureau, 4-15-75 and 4-22-7 
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Complaint and Summons pertaining to action filed in U.S 
District C ourt. Toledo^. O'hio, 4-22-75, by plaintiff, 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INV^TlflAtlOH 

COMMUNICATIONS SECTION 

WAY K ^ 975 




FROM 


jJIflfcTOR 

CLEVELAND (62-2373) <P) 


ATTENTION: OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 

I vs delbert^atta; sa 



j Assoc, Dir,__ 

Dep.-A.D.-Adm*^ 

Dep.-A.D.-Inv,_;.. LL 

Asst. Dir.: 

Admin. t j 

Comp. Syst,_ 

Ext Affairs _ 

Files & Com._ 

Gon. Inv._ 

Xdent ____ 

Inspection _—- 

Intel!. _ 

Laboratory _J 

Plan. & EvaL jL 
Spec. Inv. _ jLL 

Telephone Jim. , 
Director SwV . 


J; and united states OF AMERICA; docket number 


G75-166; CIVIL SUIT; 00: CLEVELAND, 




REFERENCE CLEVELAND AIRTELS TO BUREAU, APRIL 24, 1975, 

MAY 6, 1575. 

ASSISTANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEY <AUSA) | 

# * 

TOLEDO, OHIO, ADVISED MAY 15, 1975, THAT ON APRIL 23, 1975, HE* 
FORWARDED A LETTER TO THE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE (USDJ) ENCLOSING 
COPIES OF THE SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT IN THIS MATTER 'AND THAT IN 
RESPONSE HE HAS RECEIVED AUTHORIZATION TO REPRESENT DEFENDANTS 


IN THIS CASE. 


Tsaid HE WAS 



3STED BY HARLAND F. 


LEATHERS, CHIEF OF GENERAL LITIGATIONS SEC.TLON, CIVIL DIVISION, 

REO'151 11(pu? Q 1 
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v>i i— I Said HE HAS SIGNED. A MOTION WITH THE COURT 
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page two cv 62-2373 

AN EXTENSION OF TIME AND A FAVORABLE RULING WAS GIVEN MAY 15, 
1975. HE SAID AN ORDER HAS BEEN ISSUED REQUIRING SAs I ~ 

I I TO GIVE A DEPOSITION TO l I COUNSEL AT TOLEDO AT 

8t30 A.M. , MAY 21 , 1975, STATING HE WOULD BE PRESENT DURING THE 

taking of depositions and would appreciate the presence of -sa 

I , LEGAL INSTRUCTOR ASSIGNED TO THIS CASE. 

■’ I 1 said that in his opinion the thrust of this case 

BY I I IS AGAINST CONGRESSMAN DELBERT LATTA. 

unless advised to the contrary, sas I 

I I WILL ACCO'MPANY AUSA | ] aND DEPOSITIONS WILL BE GIVEN BY 
SAS I I AS ORDERED. 

END 
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•m ths united states district court 

FOR TITS NORTHERS? DISTRICT OF OHIO 
WESTERN DIVISION 


William S* Jojrd&n* 

Plaintiff 

Vs, 

Delharfc Batta, individually 
apd_±n his official capacity 
ag a Unite-3 States Congressman* 

V individually and 
in Ma official capacity as an 
agent for the Federal Burea u of 
Investigation? I I 

individually and in Ms official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of investigation* 
and United States of America 

Defendants 

State of Ohio) . 

) ss: 

Lucas county ) 


The undersigned feeing duly sworn deposes and says: 

1. The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations 
in the complaint of William s„ Jordan filed with the United 
States District court* Northern District of Ohio* Western Di¬ 
vision* on April 22* 1975* naming affiant as a defendant. 

2. Affiant is employed as a Special Agent of the Federal Bu¬ 
reau of Investigation at Toledo* Ohio* and Was SO employed 
during April, 1975* and as such* conducted investigations in 
Toledo* Ohio* and in adjacent counties* including Paulding 
County* Ohio, 





( *»v 


3* Affiant, as a Sp 
vestigafcion, along to 
Bureau of Investigation, contacted plaintiff Jordan at. his, 
Jordan^s home at Cecil, Ohio, Paulding county, on April 14, 
X975, this contact boisag ta&da to &et<*SR\ifto if plaintiff Jor¬ 
dan had or was, contos^lating a violation of Title 18, Sac- 
tdona 1951, 351, United States Code. 


«- <x* v ■* H'VAitiwr <w««* - 


scial Agent of 'the Federal Bureau of In- 


ith Special Agent 


Federal 





^ * 


C£) 

4* Affiant states that during iMs interview with plaintiff 
Jordon that Kr* Sumer (Jack) Jordan, plaintiff *s father, was 
present and can verify that affiant did not threaten plaintiff 
Jordan, did not harass him in any way, nor attempt to inter¬ 
fere with plaintiff‘a right to petition his government* 

5* Affiant states this interview with plaintiff Jordan was 
based on information received that Jordan was involved in a dis¬ 
pute with hia employer* a common carrier involved in inter¬ 
state ccintnercc/. and had stated? amongst other statements, to 
defendant Delbert !<&tts, that if he, plaintiff, could not Ob¬ 
tain immediate satisfaction of his objectives ha would take 
matters into his o*m hands* Affiant states that based on 
plaintiff’s statements to defendant l<att&, that affiant had 

good cause to and did reasonably fealiava that plaintiff Jor— 

\ 

clan was contes^lating violence and had acted in such manner 
that threats or violence could reasonably be expected* 

6. Affiant further deposes and says that in the interview 
with plaintiff Jordan concerning this matter, which affiant 

, estimates took approximately fifteen minutes, that no state¬ 
ment was made to Jordan that defendant retta had alleged 
that he, Jordan, bad put any undue pressure on him. 

7. Affiant denies that say of Ms actions in this matter 
were prompted in any way because of any “undue pressure” &s 
alleged by plaintiff and states this inquiry we made to de¬ 
termine if a violation of federal law had bean or was about 
to be committed* Affiant states he was in the presence of 
the plaintiff for approximately one hour on April 14, 1975; 







Iiow$v©r # the Xssfc apprOrdLiRa t ely forty-fiVcS tnihllfcoa of this 
period of tJane vtolb devoted to listening to plaintiff eom~ 
plalning about Ms labor union and wording conditions. 

8„ Affiant specifically denies that he indicated ia any * 
t?ay to plaintiff that his dffficultioa should ho kept tjiilot 




( 3 ) • ' 


or from the press or that he in any manner attested to 
der,y the plaintiff Mo right to contact anyone* 

9* Affiant specifically denies that he was in possession of 
any information that, would indicate that defendant &atta had 
alleged that plaintiff had exercised any undue pressure or 
that defendant fcatte had, in any way, attempted to deny to 
plaintiff his right to petition Ms governs^nt* 

10. Affiant also denies that any of Ms actions caused any 
harm to plaintiff and further denies that plaintiff is being 
denied Ms right to contact his United States Congressman, 
Affiant specifically denies that any of Ms actions ware 
harassment of plaintiff and further denies any intention of 
harassment in the past, present or future* 

11* Affiant specifically denies that his contact with the 
plaintiff on April 14, 1975 ^as in violation of plaintiff's 
right to petition Ms govemmsnt. 

12, Affiant denies any damages to the plaintiff and specifi¬ 
cally denies damages exceeding $10,009 were caused to the 
plaintiff* 

13, Affiant hereby states that his contact with the plaintiff 
was in accordance with his duties and within the scope of his 
employment as a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation and was caused hy his duty to determine if plaintiff 
was in violation of federal law* _• 

14* Affiant states that all of his actions in connection 
with the plaintiff were based upon reasonable grounds and 
good faith and that all of Me actions ware reasonable* 




_ | SpgqlajL Agant, 

*£ IhV0&fc±Cfafcion 

Stiorn to ssad sttbacadL'bsd bsforo ms on this ISfcfo day ©£ f^vy. 


1975, at TOlSsdO, Ohio,, 



Sotas^ Ptlbliq, L^cas County* Ohio 

Ell SK&bsth H, Barsa 

£-£y Commission Hxpires ifesril 4,1979 







m THE mi?%P SPATES DISTRICT COtJ&T 

for *w& mimsEm district of oriq 

B2S3p£KH DIVISION 


William s* dbrdun* 
£»lstnti££ 


■v-. 


Wo 

Delbert Xntta, individu&XXy 
and In his official capacity 
bk a tInitf=-3 St&t&s C02lg£CSSfiVaiU 
I L individually and 

is his official capacity as an 
agrafe for 'two Federal Burea u of 
Investigation? I I 

individually in Ms official 
capacity as an agent for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation? 
and united States of Sss-srlcu 

Defendants 

State of ©Ills) 

) ses 

iaic&s County ) 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

} 

> 


Docket Ko, C 75~XS6 

"aFFXDAVXff of special 
IcestI ~~ I 

HI 


The underaigasd being duly sworn deposes and says= 
1* The affiant has read and is familiar with the allegations 
in the co>qpi$iht of Will ism s m Gordon filed with the United 
States District court* Northern District of Ohio* western Pi-* 
vision, on April 22* 1975* naming affiant as a defendant. 

2. Affiant is &tplog&& as a Special Agent of the Federal Bu¬ 
reau of investigation at Toledo* Ohio* end w&s so employed 
during Appil* 1975# sad as etch, cegiducrfcod investigations in 
Toledo* Ohio* and in adjacent counties* including Paulding 
County, Ohio. 

■~ 1T> “ — ------- --- • - " •’•"■• " •"'' "' * arm<jWi. .u Ya J .^. r , „ , , ,,, ( , - ,. . . n r , 


•pz&itz : y/iv r^v^ff^^vjyjvsw^- <*■>'* .«*• 













3* Affiant, as a Special Agent of Uia Federal Bureau of In-* 
wstigatien, along with Spatial Agent 


Federal 


Bureau of mvasfcXg&fcic&t* contacted plaintiff ^rordaji at Tils, 
CTcerdjjjci'g licsaa at Cecily 0M0, Paulding County a °n April A 4 , 
1975^ tMs eontacsfe fceing n®ds to determine if plaintiff *Jor- 
dan had ©£■ i*as, cositen^lating a violation of SJltla 18, Sec¬ 
tions 1951* 35X* United States cede. 


b6 

b7C 






1 


' . (2) • 


} 


4„ Affiant states that dyeing -this interview with plaintiff 
•Jordan that Ms?* Gamer (Jack) -Jordan, plaintiff’s father, was 
present and can verify that affiant did not threaten plaintiff 
•Jordan, did not haraas Min in any way, nor attempt to inter¬ 
fere with plaintiff’s right to petition his government, 

5, Affiant states this interview with plaintiff .Jordan was 
based on information received that Jordan was involved in a 
dispute with Ms erqpioyer, a cfewa carrier involved in inter¬ 
state commerce, and had stated, amongst ether statements, to 
defendant Delbert Latta, that if ha, plaintiff, could not oh* 
tain itanediata satisfaction of Ms objectives he would take 
matters into his o*m hands. Affiant states that based on 
plaintiff’s statements to Defendant bafts, that affiant had 

good cause to and did reasonably believe that plaintiff Jor~ 

\ 

dan was contemplating violence and had acted in such manner 
that threats or violence could reasonably be expected. 

$* Affiant further deposes and says that in the interview 
with plaintiff Jordan concerning this matter, which affiant 
estimates took approximately fifteen minutes, that no state¬ 
ment was made to Jordan that defendant batta had alleged 
that he, Jordan, had put any undue pressure on him, 

7. Affiant denies that any of Ms actions in this matter 
■were prompted in any way because of any "undue pros sura" ns 
alleged by plaintiff and states this inquiry was made to de¬ 
termine if a violation of federal law had bean or w&s about 
' to be cofi^aittad. Affiant states he was in the presence of 
the plaintiff for approximately One hour on April l4 P 1975j 






fiC M&J&g, 'hha last forty-five mihtitoa ft£ this 

period of tiraa was d&^oted to listening to plaintiff com¬ 
plaining shout his labor Union and working conditions. 

8. Affiant specifically denies that ha indicated in any 
way to plaintiff that his difficulties should he kept quiet 





. ' <3) 

or from the press or that he in any mannar attested tc 
deny tho plaintiff Me right to contact anyone. 

9* Affiant specifically denies that he ®b in possession Of 
any information that would indicate that defendant &atta. had 
alleged that plaintiff had exercised any undue pressure or 
that defendant istta had* in any way, attempted to deny to 
plaintiff his right to petition his gorerninant. 

10. Affiant also denies that any of Ms actions caused any 
ham to plaintiff and further denies that plaintiff is being 
denied Ms right to contact his United states Congressman, 
Affiant specifically denies that any of his actions were 
harassment of plaintiff and further denies any intention of 
harassment in tha past, present or future# 

11* Affiant specifically denies that his contact with the 
plaintiff on April 14, 1975 was in violation of plaintiff’s 
right to petition his government. 

12. Affiant denies any damages to the plaintiff end specifi¬ 
cally denies damages exceeding $10,000 'wore caused to tha 
plaintiff# 

13* Affiant hereby states that his contact with the plaintiff 
was in accordance with his duties and within tha scops of his 
employment as & Special Agent of tha Federal Bureau of Invest!-*- 
gat ion and was caused by his duty to determine if plaintiff 
was in violation of federal law. 

14. Affiant states that all of his actions in connection 
with the plaintiff were baaed upon reasonable grounds and 
good faith and that all of Ms actions ware reasonable. 
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_Special Agent, 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Swom to aa<3 subscribed before me on tills ISth day of Kay, 

1975, at Toledo, Ohio* 

WW»mfw C U»«BWW ■ " ■ ' »<'>—"■■' ■■ i ■ " i J ■■■■—■■ — ■ i .11 i 

Notary Public, Iaicss County* Ohio 
El&ssabsth- H^BSirozi 

Coitenissloa B&pires %r5l 4^1975" 











FD-36 (Rov. 5-22-64) 
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D« e; 4 - 24 -75 


Transmit the following in___[ 

(Type in plaintext or code) * 

Via_ AIRTEL ___] 

(Priority) I 

__J_ 




* 


} > 



TO: DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTENTION: OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL 
FROM: SAC, CLEVELAND (62-2373) (P) 

"CHANGED" Ch __ 

plaintiff, vs 
DELBERT—fiATTA, individually and ■ 
in his official capacity as 
U.S. Congre ssman; 
f | individually and 

in his official, capacity as an 
Agent for the Federal Bureau 
of Investiga tion; 

I 1 individually and 

in his official capacity as an 
Agent for the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, and 
U.S. OF AMERICAj 
Northern District of Ohio, 

Western Division, 

Docket Number C75-166 
CIVIL SUIT 


00: CLEVELAND 



Title is marked changed to reflect the case 
caption as filed by plaintiff in the USDC, Western Division, 
Northern District of Ohio, Toledo, Ohio. 


"DELBERT L 


Re Cleveland airtel to Bureau, 4-24-75* captioned 

— *•-»-»- T\J_I_ • ^ J. ^ A v 

♦ "flsW&Vr 


► Congressman^ 5th District of Ohio* Bowling 

Green, Ohio; mWc|dlANEOUS - INFORMATION CONCERNING. ^ 

^ REwjSv / 

\2\- Bureau - ^(s? c/ — 

2 - Cleveland £$ *** 



TRM:nrb 

(*) 


POAP 





\j 

Special Agent in Charge 


Sent 


b6 

b7C 
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U.S.Government Printing Office: 1972 — 455*574 










cv 62-2373 


For information of' Bureau, three copies of 
complaint and summons were forwarded to Bureau via 
referenced airtel. 


O n 4-22-75. U.S. Mar shal. Toledo. Ohi o, personally 


served SAls 
summons and complaint. 


and 


[with above 


Both SA’s 


and 


] will 


submit individual letters to the Attorney General requesting 
representation by the Department of Justice. 


The summation for the Bureau’s response and LHM 
will be submitted by Cleveland by 4-30-75* as well as above 
letters by above Agents to the Attorney General. 












~ r 


v 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATifW 

COMMUNICATIONS SECTION 




, - *. 

.MntfUKU 


Acaoc. Dir. _— 
BepM'.D.iAdou—. 

t)ep.-A.D.-ln?._ 

. Asst Dfht 
r, AdmiA 




NR 005 CV PLAIN 

855PM ^URGENT APRIL 22, 1*975' 
TO t DlfJECfTOR 

FROM: CLEVELAND (62-2373) 


£s1 


Tf> 

LtpfF* 


H 


Comp. Bys^ — 
Ext AfEairS . 
Flies & &£&. . 
Gen. Inv. * 
Ident 


Inspection 
Intell. 


CONGRESSMAN DELBERT 

’ ^ t - x 


t <3 


Laboratory —— 
Plan. & Eval — 
Spec. Inv, 
Training 


•fespdr^hronr 




ATTA, FIFTH DISTRICT OF OHIO, BOWLiN&ieptoce Knt- 

* Director Sec’y 


k 


-AqA 


<*«r 


GREEN, .OHIO; MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION CONCERNING $ 

RE CLEVELAND TELETYPE TO BUREAU, APRIL 1975, 
REFERS NCElfTELEfTYPE REFLECTS BASIS OF CONTACT WITH 

APRIL 14, 1975 JBY SA*S 


// 


b6 


AND 


j>-.*w, v .* M b7C 

f * - A 


] 


ON APHIL 22# 1975# SA’S 


WERE, SERVED WITH 




A SUMMONS FROM USDC, NDO, WESTERN DIVISION, TOLEDO, OHIO, 

Requiring they answer the complaint of plaintiff 


I \ FILED BY HIS COUNSEL, TED IORIO, TOLEDO, OHIO, 


. ..V 

I'.fc v"t>7c'' 

: '.o% 


CQ-DEFENDENTS IN THIS ACTION ARE CONGRESSMAN DELBERT LATTA AND 
THE U.S. GOVERNMENT. 


'-'Iff 






PLAINTIFF, IN ESSENCE, ALLEGES HIS RIGHTS UNDER FIRST 

7?+> 




AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS HAVE BEEN^NTERFEREf) WTH-INJTHAT 
CONGRESSMAN LATTA* S ACTIONS IN UTILIZING THE* FBI W 

, i A, 4 *** ' 


TO CURTAIL 


RIGHT-TO PETITION. THE GOVERNMENT. 



15 be 

b7C 


CLAIMS that AT NO TIME DID HE THREATEN Oft Py.T UNDUE PRESSURE 
ON CONGRESSMAN LATTA AND THAT CONGRESSMAN LATTA* s" UTILIZATION 

IS SEEKING ^ Dp/ 


OF THE Fttl IS MEANT TO HARASS 



tX 



I * 


fef*- ISfc 


( yu ^ 


rh 













page two cv 62-2373 

DAMAGES TOTALING $115,000. • . 

• . AUSa | 1 TOLEDO, OHIO, ON BEHALF OF THE 

q.S. GOVERNMENT, also RECEIVED A COPY OF COMPLAINT AND 

* * * 

SUMMONs4t?RIL22, 1975 AND HAS NOTIFIED THE DEPARTMENT AND 

CONT&^XA'TES preparing a; TIMELY ANSWER IN RESPONSE TO THIS 

v " * 

COMPLAINT DENYING ALL-\ALiEGATIONS. • • • 

BY SEPARATE COMMUNICATION, THREE COPIES OF THE 
11 * 

SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT ARE BEING FORWARDED THE BUREAU. 

END 

< 

, > ^ 

4CK FOR 2 


TJT FBI WASH DC CLR 


























P 3 l 


Ttoflctait the fallowing ift 


Vote; 


(Type Hija{m«9sr <?/ roc?*; 


(Prtorftj} 



hW OH IrBIX* 4,. 197& M3 tA*S RSSIEHE3 MIU 

Xfjscussm T8E IA«g» BSSSSSxgS US BSBOSS COMFMIM* 

'ro m&zv m .&HB Hgyimg it to sx&. os m 6, igyg. he 
































ro *23 m«r, 


. Z-22-Z,*} 

«* <4 


rumsmit tbs following in 


FBI 


Date: 


(Typt in plaintext c* 


iPtioeitr} 




sr S2«*isw 


^gEfSSSXs t fp >TT^ BEF0185? SO Xs&SfA 2W MJWLXUS QMM MM z LATS& 
ASSSBE2* BH H W80&& 2MB CASS OF SB& MAWbR ASB SOSP SJM 102 
20 WOBEST AB0W2 3». 03 AFB2J, 8,' 1975* .BK'tOBlBKffiEP 1A22A AT 

ms »♦©.’ office nqtnsiM whas ac^xoh sas*. esew 

ffMfgg p AS UBS2, SEZmS %QT SO ggOM& l | BAUB ^ 

M5S CXRCPSSZ&SOSS OF WHICH PFS8g | I A%0 GaWSSB | 

UK so BSHBS XsSStA WAS SE3XQU2LI ASS^FSIPS- SO ASSIST HHJ* 

MTTA A&ATM SSAfgB HS WAS BAH3LH33- &£2^B* 

BECA^JSS. Sixt^ATlOif AF5BA53D SO WQBSSlt, HE AOA-isa E§£«&** 

HIOISB T&TxA AS 11^' 1975 AS& IKFQ8M53 

Em OF SHE LAS^C Mv3I£BSS£5S MB £SQUX^S£ WEAK JA252A HAD 
ACCG1SF£ESS£D FOB HJM. SHSIH OSIIBBSASIOE WAS KIA^EB AS SIMSS* 

Atm l lAsm^isr igcbsid lassa of bk? aosx^i mmm^ZZZ 


ahem 


12 SOLO XA22A BS WGtJLB SAg% US SxOSX TQ USE MEWS ISEEttB AS® 
HSHI’IOa £g££A v S LAC£ OF ASfglSXOK TO EW CS®iH&AIHS A£SO 
tot.I} XA^A IS WOWLB tt AX2* lASKA' HAD BCSil? FOB. HIM AMD 


US 


ME§2 ¥OSlgg- SiMB, 


BSsaArLKB 20 XA22A AID 



ASP ACOIJSASXO^ Eg SSA^B 

























